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The Creation Research Society: 
Fifty Years of Service, 
1963-2013 

Donald B. DeYoung and Kevin L Anderson* 


Abstract 

he year 2013 marks five full deeades of serviee by the Creation 
Researeh Soeiety. The 50-year golden anniversary is an appropri¬ 
ate time to refleet on the progress of this unique ministry. This artiele 
is not a eomprehensive history of the Soeiety^ whieh would fill a large 
volume. Instead^ the strueture^ governanee^ and developments of the 
Soeiety over the years are deseribed^ along with some personal anee- 
dotes. It is elear that the Creation Researeh Soeiety has touehed many 
lives direetly and been an eneouragement to eountless others over five 
deeades. All personal eomments are the views of the authors rather than 
those of the Soeiety or governing board. 





Figure 1 (left). Dr. Walter Lammerts, 
first president of the CRS Board of 
Direetors. His initiation of eorrespon- 
denee with several other ereationists 
progressed into two meetings that 
resulted in formation of the Soeiety. 


Figure 2 (right). Dr. Henry Morris, 
eoauthor of The Genesis Floody a 
member of the original CRS Board 
of Direetors and an editor of the first 
issue of the Creation Research Society 
Quarterly. 



Donald B. DeYoung, Grace College 

Kevin L. Anderson, Van Andel Creation Research Center, Chino Valley, AZ 
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Figure 4. Dr. John and Gerry Meyer. 
Dr. Meyer was a member of the CRS 
Board of Directors and the first direc¬ 
tor of the Van Andel Creation Research 
Center. 


Figure 3. The Van Andel Research Center. Initial construction of the 3,000-square- 
foot main building (a) and the facility in 2012 (b). 


Introduction 

The Creation Researeh Soeiety (CRS) 
is a professional membership soeiety 
dedieated to promoting the Creation 
worldview through edueation, researeh, 


and writing. Soeiety tenants inelude a 
reeent, supernatural ereation, 24-hour 
days of biblieal Creation, literal first par¬ 
ents of mankind named Adam and Eve, 
a year-long, global Noahie Flood as de- 


seribed in Cenesis ehapters 6-8, and 
rejeetion of maero-level evolution and 
eommon deseent. 

The Soeiety maintains no formal af¬ 
filiation with any other seientifie or reli- 



Figure 5. Sample issues of the Creation Research Society Quarterly over its 49-year history, including the inaugural issue 
(far left) published in June 1964. 
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gious organization. At the same time, 
however, there is close cooperation with 
like-minded creationist organizations in 
conferences, publications, and research 
projects. The Society avoids political 
and legislative debate or lobbying ac¬ 
tivity and is in full compliance with 
regulations for a nonprofit organization. 

History 

Following years of informal correspon¬ 
dence, a team of ten scientists favoring 
biblical Creation held two meetings in 
1963 (Rusch, 1982). At the second meet¬ 
ing, held at the home of John Crebe 
(Midland, MI), they began the initial 
organization of the Creation Research 
Society (Table 1 and Figure 1). This 
action resulted largely from concerns 
with trends away from a literal, bibli¬ 
cal understanding of Creation by the 
American Scientific Affiliation, an or¬ 
ganization of Christian scientists formed 
in 1941. It was decided there was a need 
for an organization that promoted the 
scientific evidence and consistency of 
the biblical account of Creation. This 
included evidence that Creation had 
occurred only a few thousand years ago 


and that the earth had been covered by 
a worldwide flood. Formation of the 
Society and the initial board leadership 
is described by Henry Morris (Morris, 
1984, pp. 171-203). 

It is no coincidence that in 1961, two 
years previous to the formation of the 
Society, The Genesis Flood: The Biblical 
Record and Its Scientific Implications 
by John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. 
Morris was published (Figure 2). This 
was a time of active debate concerning 
biblical origins, an issue that continues 
undiminished today. The Genesis Flood 
book remains in print today accompa¬ 
nied by hundreds of more recent books 
and DVDs supporting biblical Creation. 

Table 2 lists all 49 CRS board mem¬ 
bers who have served through 2012, 
both past and present, including their 
terms of service. The total list includes 
many leaders of the Creation movement 
across the decades. Retired board mem¬ 
ber Ceorge Howe holds the record for 
years of service at 41 years. Jean Lightner 
added a female perspective to the board 
starting in 2009. 

A timeline of significant events in the 
history of the Creation Research Society 
can be found on pages 10-11. 


Van Andel Creation 
Research Center 

In the late 1970s, the Society began plan¬ 
ning to build a center with the purpose 
of providing a facility for conducting 
research. Soon afterward, some land in 
north central Arizona was purchased for 
this purpose. A few years later, a gift from 
the Jay and Betty Van Andel Foundation 
provided sufficient funding for the pur¬ 
chase of additional land and construction 
of the Van Andel Creation Research 
Center (VACRC)(Figure 3). Later, a 
botanical greenhouse and a second 
building were constructed. This second 
building currently provides a warehouse 
for the Society's bookstore and storage of 
all past issues of the Greation Research 
Society Quarterly. A more detailed his¬ 
tory of the facility has been given by John 
Meyer (Meyer, 1999), who also served as 
the first director of the center (Figure 4). 

Society Structure 

CRS membership as of June 2012 totals 
1626 worldwide. Of these, 663 members 
hold postgraduate degrees in science or 
engineering. The Society has several cat¬ 
egories for membership and Quarterly 
journal subscriptions. These include 


Table 1. Members of the original Board of Directors of the Creation Research Society. 


Name 

Discipline 

Professional Affliation in 1963 

Duane Cish, Ph.D.* 

Biochemistry 

Upjohn Chemical Co. 

John Crebe, D.Sc* 

Nuclear Physics 

Dow Chemical Co. 

John Klotz, Ph.D.* 

Cenetics 

Concordia College (Ft. Wayne) 

Walter Lammerts, Ph.D.* 

Cenetics 

Cermain's 

Karl Linsenmann, M.D.* 

Physician 

Physician in Midland, MI 

Frank Marsh, Ph.D.* 

Botany 

Andrews University 

John Moore, Ed.D.* 

Science Education 

Michigan State University 

Henry Morris, Ph.D. 

Engineering 

Virginia Tech 

Wilbert Rusch, Sr.,M.S.* 

Biology & Ceology 

Concordia College (Ann Arbor) 

William Tinkle, Ph.D. 

Zoology 

Taylor University 


’^Those attending the organizing meeting of the Society. 
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voting, sustaining, student, senior, life, 
and subseriber eategories. The eatego- 
ries are deseribed in issues of the CRS 
Quarterly and on the Soeiety website 
www.CreationReseareh.org. 

Communieation ehannels with 
members inelude offiees at the researeh 


laboratory in Chino Valley, Arizona, the 
website www.CreationReseareh.org, the 
Soeiety's Faeebook page, the CRSnet 
online diseussion site, and several pub- 
lieations. The Soeiety also organizes oe- 
easional Creation eonferenees. Reeently 
the Soeiety has begun holding two-day 


seientifie meetings. The first of these 
meetings was held in July 2009 at the 
University of South Carolina Laneaster 
(Laneaster, SC) (Figure 6). Also initiated 
during this eonferenee was the Henry M. 
Morris Memorial Leetures series, with 
Dr. Morris's Genesis Flood eoauthor. 


Table 2. Past and present board members of the Creation Research Society. 


Board Members 

Years of 
Serviee 

Years of Term 

^Armitage, Mark H. 

7 

2006- 

Armstrong, Harold L. 

15 

1969-1984 

Aufdemberge, Theodore P. 

19 

1993-2011 

Barnes, Thomas C. 

20 

1963-1983 

Boylan, David 

21 

1977-1998 

Burdiek, Clifford 

20 

1963-1968, 

1970-1986 

Butler, Larry 

6 

1969-1975 

* Chaffin, Eugene F. 

25 

1988- 

Davidheiser, Bolton 

2 

1966-1968 

Dean, Douglas 

2 

1966-1968 

* DeYoung, Donald B. 

27 

1986- 

* Faulkner, Danny 

8 

2005- 

Frair, Wayne F. 

31 

1970-2001 

Centet, Robert E. 

11 

1992-2003 

Cish, Duane T. 

34 

1963-1997 

Coette, Robert L. 

4 

1995-1999 

Crebe, John J. 

11 

1963-1974 

Harris, R. Laird 

2 

1963-1965 

Robert 

2 

2011- 

Howe, Ceorge F. 

41 

1966-2008 

* Humphreys, D. Russell 

21 

1992- 

Kaufmann, David A. 

26 

1984-2010 

Klotz, John W. 

29 

1963-1992 

Korthals, Riehard 

21 

1966-1987 

Lammerts, Walter E. 

15 

1963-1978 

Lester, Lane P. 

14 

1976, 

1993-2003, 

2006-2009 


Board Members 

Years of 
Service 

Years of Term 

^Lightner, Jean 

4 

2009- 

Linsenmann, Karl W. 

11 

1963-1974 

*Loeklair, Cary 

15 

1998- 

Lumsden, Riehard D. 

2 

1994-1996 

Marsh, Frank L. 

6 

1963-1969 

Meyer, John R. 

15 

1975-1990 

Monsma, Edwin 

1 

1963 

Moore, John N. 

23 

1963-1986 

Morris, Henry M. 

19 

1963-1982 

Mulfinger, Ceorge, Jr. 

12 

1975-1987 

*Oard, Miehael J. 

14 

1999- 

*Reed, John K. 

13 

2000- 

Rodabaugh, David J. 

15 

1988-1997, 

2005-2009 

Rusch, Wilbert H., Sr. 

27 

1963-1990 

*Samee, Ronald C. 

12 

2001- 

Slusher, Harold 

22 

1963-1985 

Smith, E. Norbert 

8 

1979-1987 

Tinkle, William 

16 

1963-1979 

Warriner, David A. 

2 

1963-1965 

Webb, Willis L. 

2 

1963-1965 

Williams, Emmett L. 

34 

1969-2003 

■^Wolfram, Glen W. 

30 

1983- 

Zimmerman, Paul A. 

19 

1963-1969, 

1980-1994 


’^Current board member 
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Dr. John Whitcomb, providing the in¬ 
augural lecture (Figure 7). Subsequent 
Memorial lectures have been delivered 
by Dr. Duane Gish and Dr. Gary Parker. 

The flagship journal of the Society is 
the Creation Research Society Quarterly 
(CRSQ), published continually since 
1964 (Figure 5). This journal features 
peer-reviewed, technical research ar¬ 
ticles. A number of significant Creation 
research articles have appeared in 
CRSQy providing decades of founda¬ 
tional work for Creation science. The 
journal also contains reviews of books 
and videos, editorials, letters to the 
editor, and board minutes. Also, since 
1996, the Society has provided a popular- 
level publication Creation Matters. This 



Figure 7. Dr. John Whitcomb, coau¬ 
thor of The Genesis Flood, offered the 
inaugural Henry M. Morris Memorial 
Lecture at the CRS Conference at the 
University of South Carolina Lancaster 
(2009). 


publication contains a variety of articles, 
including news articles, commentary, 
and semi-technical material. Author¬ 
ship in either of these publications is 


not limited to Society members. Annual 
membership dues do not cover the total 
cost of publication. The balance comes 
from private gifts to the Society. 



Figure 8a. CRS Board of Directors (circa 1995). Members shown (1-r) Glen 
Wolfrom, George Howe, John Meyer (Director, VAGRG), Russell Humphreys, 
Richard Lumsden, Duane Gish, Eugene Ghaffin, Don DeYoung, Emmett Wil¬ 
liams, Robert Gentet, Wayne Eriar, Lane Lester, Theodore Aufdemberge, David 
Kaufmann. 



Eigure 8b. GRS Board of Directors (2013). Members shown (1-r) Kevin Anderson 
(Director, VAGRG), Diane Anderson (Administrative Assistant), Jean Lightner, 
Don DeYoung, Danny Eaulkner, Mark Armitage, Mike Oard, Glen Wolfrom, 
Robert Hill, Ron Samec, Eugene Ghaffin, Russell Humphreys, Gary Locklair. 
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Table 3. List of Creation Research Society Board Presidents and CRSQ Senior 
Editors. 


Table 4. Fellows of the Creation Re¬ 
search Society 


CRS 

Board President 

Dates 

Years 
of Serviee 

Walter E. Lammerts 

1963-67 

4 

Henry M. Morris 

1967-73 

6 

Thomas G. Barnes 

1973-77 

4 

George F. Howe 

1977-83 

6 

Wilbert H. Rusch 

1983-87 

4 

Wayne Frair 

1987-93 

6 

Emmett Williams 

1993-99 

6 

Don DeYoung 

1999- 

14 




CRSQ 

Senior Editor 

Dates 

Total 

Years 

Volumes 

Walter E. Lammerts 

1964-68 

5 

1-5 

George F. Howe 

1969-73 

5 

6-10 

Harold Armstrong 

1974-83 

10 

11-20 

Emmett L. Williams 

1984-88 

5 

21-25 

Don DeYoung 

1989-93 

5 

26-30 

Gene Chaffin 

1994-98 

5 

31-35 

Emmett L. Williams 

1999-2003 

4 

36-39 

Kevin Anderson 

2003- 

10 

40- 



Figure 9 (above). 1987 Board Meeting (1-r): David Kaufmann, Wayne Frair, Don 
DeYoung, Norbert Smith, Duane Gish, David Boylan, Richard Korthals. 

Figure 10 (right). Offline discussion at 1989 Board Meeting between Drs. 
Emmett Williams (left) and Wilbert Rusch. 


Name 

Year of 
Award 

John J. Grebe* 

1975 

Walter E. Lammerts* 

1975 

William J. Tinkle* 

1975 

Frank L. Marsh* 

1976 

Wilbert H. Rusch, Sr.* 

1980 

Thomas G. Barnes* 

1980 

Henry M. Morris* 

1983 

Richard G. Korthals* 

1984 

John W. Moore 

1984 

Wayne F. Frair 

1988 

John W. Klotz* 

1988 

George L. Mulfinger* 

1988 

George F. Howe 

1989 

Emmett L. Williams* 

1990 

Paul A. Zimmerman 

1990 

John R. Meyer 

1992 

Duane T. Gish* 

1992 

Glen W. Wolfrom 

1994 

Dick Lumsden* 

1998 

David Boylan 

2000 

Don DeYoung 

2000 

Ted Aufdemberge 

2006 

David Kaufmann 

2009 

Gene Chaffin 

2012 


Deceased 
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Table 5. Creation Research Society Quarterly Dedications. 


Name 

Year 

Issue 

(number) 

William J. Tinkle 

1967, 1982 

4(1), 19(2) 

Walter E. Lammerts 

1970, 1996 

7(1), 33(2) 

John J. Grebe 

1971, 1985 

8(1), 21(4) 

Thomas G. Barnes 

1972 

9(1) 

Frank L. Marsh 

1976 

13(1) 

Wilbert H. Rusch, Sr. 

1981 

18(1) 

Henry M. Morris 

1984 

21(1) 

Richard G. Korthals 

1985 

22(1) 

Harold L. Armstrong 

1985 

22(2) 

John N. Moore 

1986 

23(1) 


Name 

Year 

Issue 

(number) 

George F. Howe 

1990 

27(3) 

Paul A. Zimmerman 

1991 

27(4) 

Emmett E. Williams 

1991,2011 

28(1), 48(2) 

Duane T. Gish 

1992 

29(3) 

Wayne E Frair 

1994 

31(1) 

David Boylan 

1995 

32(1) 

John Klotz 

1996 

33(3) 

Richard Lumsden 

1998 

34(4) 

John Meyer 

2001 

38(1) 

Glen & Becky Wolfrom 

2002 

39(1) 


Creation Researeb Soaiety 

The CRS produces a major 
biology text, Biology: A Search 
for Order in Complexity, edited 
by John Moore and Harold 
Slusherand published by 
Zondervan. The book brings 
national attention to the Soci¬ 
ety. The volume is still in print 
with a different publisher. 






1963 


1968 

1981 

Formation of 


Society 

The CRS board 

the Creation 


membership 

votes to estab¬ 

Research 


reaches 1000. 

lish a research 

Society. 



laboratory and 
purchases land 
in Arizona. 



First issue of 
the inter¬ 
disciplinary 
Creation 
Research 
Society 
Quarterly 
published. 

1964 
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There is a standard proeedure for 
Soeiety members to apply for researeh 
grants. The amounts are not large but 
have eneouraged many produetive 
projeets over the years. It is expeeted that 
sueh grants will result in researeh results 
published by the CRSQ. 

In addition to reeeiving the CRSQ 
and Creation Matters publieation, 
members reeeive other Soeiety ben¬ 
efits. These inelude diseounts on books 
and videos from the Soeiety bookstore, 
diseounts to Soeiety eonferenees, and 
aeeess to CRSnet (an Internet diseussion 
group). Also, members reeeive a periodie 
newsletter, whieh eontains general Soei¬ 
ety news and announeements. 


Board Structure 

The CRS board follows Statement of 
Belief, Constitution, and Bylaw doeu- 
ments that guide the business of the 
Soeiety. Board members are eleeted to 
three-year terms of serviee. There is no 
limit on length of board partieipation; 
however, a board member eannot be 
reeleeted on or after age 75. 

The entire board meets annually 
for several days of business (Figure 8). 
For the first 30 years, 1963-1992, an¬ 
nual board meetings took plaee in Ann 
Arbor, Miehigan, hosted by Coneordia 
University. During these years several 
board members were assoeiated with 
the sehool. Sinee 1993 the board meets 


annually in various loeations around 
the eountry. This provides opportunity 
to meet loeal CRS supporters and Cre¬ 
ation groups, and give eneouragement 
to area ehurehes and ereationist orga¬ 
nizations. Several past meeting sites 
inelude Albert Lea, Minnesota (1999), 
Atlanta, Ceorgia (2000), Bozeman, 
Montana (2005), Los Angeles, Califor¬ 
nia (2009), and Jaeksonville, Florida 
(2011). Board meeting expenses are 
eovered for board members; however, 
board serviee is on a volunteer basis 
without eompensation. 

To make meetings more effieient, the 
board has a detailed eommittee strueture 
for eondueting the board s business. The 




A major grant 
from the Jay and 
Betty Van Andel 

Building 

A greenhouse and second 
building are constructed 
onsite atthe Van Andel 

Research Center. 




Foundation is 

of the 

The CRS joins with the Insti¬ 

Fifty-year 

designated for 

current 

tute for Creation Research in 

anniversary 

the CRS research 

research 

a multiyear research initia¬ 

of the 

center, later con¬ 

center is 

tive with the acronym RATE, 

Creation 

structed in Chino 

com¬ 

standing for Radioisotopes 

Research 

Valley, Arizona. 

pleted. 

and the Age of the Earth. 

Society. 

1991 

(l99^ 

(1997) 

(^013) 


1992 


1996 


2003 


2011 


Dr. John Meyer 
becomes the direc- I 
toroftheVan Andel 
Creation Research 
Center and over- | 
sees planning and 
construction. John | 
is the first full-time j 
Society employee. , 


Publication of 
Creation Mat¬ 
ters begins. 


Establish¬ 
ment of CRS 
website. 


Initiation of 
CRSnet. 


Dr. Kevin 
Anderson 
becomes 
director of the 
Van Andel Re¬ 
search Center 
following the 
retirement 
of Dr. John 
Meyer. 


iDino 

(Investigation 
of Dinosaur 
Intact Natural 
Osteo-tissue) 
project 
begins. 
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committees meet separately and then 
bring reports and recommendations to 
the full board. Current board commit¬ 
tees include: constitution, periodicals, 
executive, publications, finance, re¬ 
search, Internet, Van Andel Laboratory, 
and membership. 

Board meetings are open to Soci¬ 
ety members who can receive prior 
approval to attend. The sessions are 
informal, friendly, and productive. 
Meeting agendas include budgeting, 
long-range planning, research reports, 
serious moments, and even some 
humor. For example, Wilbert Rusch, 
board president during 1983-1987, 
commented that Society headquarters 
was initially a single drawer in his of¬ 
fice filing cabinet. Emmett Williams, 
president from 1993-1999, cautioned 
the board during meetings, “If anyone 
takes off on a rabbit trail, I will get out 
my rabbit gun.” 

Along with official business, board 
meetings include recognition of years 
of service, the sharing of current events 
in Creation, and even an occasional 
group song. Table 3 lists all the board 
presidents and CRSQ senior editors. 
The senior editor position is an espe¬ 
cially important and time-intensive duty, 
overseeing the peer-review process and 
production of each journal. 


Member Recognition 

Society members may be honored with 
Fellow status. This recognition is re¬ 
served for those who have made a special 
contribution of their time and talents to 
the Creation Research Society. Table 4 
lists those who have been honored with 
Fellow status to date. 

Also, over the years many individu¬ 
als who serve the Society have been 
honored by having a particular CRSQ 
issue dedicated to them. A photo and an 
accompanying article in the dedicated 
issue highlight the person's work. Table 
5 lists all CRSQ dedications. Society 
Fellows and CRSQ dedications have 
been largely limited to board members, 
although this is not a requirement. 


Conclusion 

This article gives a brief overview of 
the Creation Research Society. For a 
description of specific research proj¬ 
ects, one may page through issues of 
the CRSQ (nearly 200 issues). They 
total more than 3000 pages of material 
promoting biblical Creation. 

From time to time, individuals 
have admonished CRS board members 
to promote the Society, offering sug¬ 
gestions such as national advertising, 
major fund drives, mergers with other 
groups, major national conferences. 


and increasing professional staff. The 
current board appreciates all input and 
works diligently toward a growing and 
strengthening Society. As an autono¬ 
mous organization, though, the Society's 
focus is upon scientific investigation and 
publication. Also, even though planning 
and longer-range goals always include 
increased activity and membership, the 
CRS board is determined to maintain 
stability and fiscal strength (e.g., the 
Society has always remained debt free). 
In 1969, pioneer board member Wil¬ 
liam Tinkle summarized the Society's 
position in reply to some suggestions of 
major change: “We (the CRS) are just 
ourselves.'' This simple formula has 
brought the Creation Research Society 
through its first 50 years. Prayerful, 
measured progress will carry the Society 
through the next 50 years. 
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Calibration against Novarupta: 

No Good Roason to Beliove 
in Millions of Yoars 

David E. Shormann* 

Abstract 

1" une 6-8, 2012, marked the one hundredth anniversary of the Novar- 
I upta-Katmai eruption in southwest Alaska. It was one of the biggest 
eruptions in reeorded history, and the largest sinee Krakatoa in 1883. 
A bulk sample from the top of the Novarupta lava dome, eolleeted in 
July 2009, was age-dated in 2012 using the 40Ar/39Ar method. A key as¬ 
sumption in the method is that an igneous sample has no argon when it 
solidifies. Environmental eonditions were ideal for setting this sample s 
''argon eloek'' to zero, and atmospherie eontamination was aeeounted 
for. Yet the 100-year-old rhyolite from Novarupta still gave apparent ages 
as high as 5.50±0.11 million years old. Bias is introdueed to the Ar/Ar 
method beeause, prior to analysis, teehnieians request an age estimate 
for the sample. Beeause Seripture, not experimental evidenee, is the 
ultimate authority for Creation researehers, the burden of proof lies with 
"deep time'' historians to explain why anyone should believe radiometrie 
methods determine aetual sample ages. Radiometrie methods are bet¬ 
ter suited for interpreting a roek's environmental history. In addition to 
diseussing known environmental effeets on argon solubility, the effeet 
of event energy on aeeelerated nuelear deeay is explored as a possible 
eause of the exeess argon. 


Introduction 


Natural History Research 
vs. Scientific Research 

Geology was built in the late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth eenturies using a 


framework that ineluded a vast prehu¬ 
man prehistory aeeessible only through 
seientifie study of roeks and fossils 
(Reed and Williams, 2012). Geologie 
aetualism, the interpretive framework 
for seeular geologists, is the idea that 
present proeesses are the only options 


for explaining past events. For aetualists, 
physieal eontinuity through history is a 
required part of explaining past events. 

But things are different today. Many 
geologists aeknowledge that past major 
eatastrophie events have shaped the 
landseape we see today. Neoeatastro- 
phism gained footing with the work of 
G. Harlan Bretz. Although it took 40 
years, geologists finally aeknowledged 
that postglaeial, eatastrophie floods pro¬ 
vided the best explanation for the Ghan- 
neled Seablands of eastern Washington. 
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There was no way to continue invoking 
a ''muddled view of uniformitarianism 
against Bretz's hypothesis” (Burr et ah, 
2009). Up to that point, secular geolo¬ 
gists had been dogmatic about interpret¬ 
ing the past through the lens of Lyelhs 
"gradualism,” where present-day features 
were shaped by millions of years of low- 
energy, continuous processes. Though 
still powerful, uniformitarianism is a 
doctrine facing many problems, to the 
extent that Reed (2010) suggested that 
even the term be retired in favor of the 
prior "actualism.” 

Whitcomb and Morris (1960) 
sparked renewed interest in the Genesis 
Flood. Clearly, the rock record shows 
widespread evidence of discontinuity, 
which is a problem for secular uniformi- 
tarians, though not for Christians who 
acknowledge God's work in Creation 
and the Flood (Reed and Williams, 
2012). High-energy, short-term events 
played a primary role in shaping Earth's 
crust (Reed et. ah, 1996; Reed, 2005). 

Today, secular interpretations of 
earth history have more in common 
with the biblical view than many ge¬ 
ologists know. Both adhere to a linear 
view of time, a Christian innovation 
(Greeks believed in cyclical time, and 
Hindus and other Eastern religions still 
do). Both acknowledge catastrophism. 
Where they differ is that a biblical view 
allows for continuity in the will of God 
alone. God's chief and ultimate end in 
creating the world was the manifestation 
of His own glory in the happiness of 
mankind (Edwards, 2006). And Scrip¬ 
ture is clear that God reveals His glory 
in both natural and supernatural ways. 
Therefore, the biblical view of nature 
acknowledges discontinuity of "natural 
laws” and the reality of miracles, while 
secular neocatastrophist and "actualistic 
creationism” views do not (Reed and 
Williams, 2012). 

Most who study Earth's past also fail 
to realize the vast differences between 
natural history research and scientific 
research. Simply put, natural history 


research is about interpretation, while 
scientific research is about verification. 
Natural history research is a mixed 
question (Adler, 1965; Reed and Wil¬ 
liams, 2012), one that requires the use of 
multiple tools, including scientific tools 
and historical documents like Scripture. 
The goal of natural history research is 
to come up with the best interpretation 
of past events, while humbly acknowl¬ 
edging that other interpretations are 
possible. 

Scientific research is about repeat¬ 
ability, while natural history research 
is about interpreting an unrepeatable 
event. It also follows that "futurology” 
is not the same as scientific research 
either. Futurology is about using scien¬ 
tific methods to make futuristic claims 
that are almost impossible to verify. For 
example, daily weather predictions are 
easily verified, while long-term climate 
models are not. 

No Room for “Millions 
of Years" Interpretations 

Scripture does not provide a place for 
"millions of years.” What it does provide 
are genealogical records that result 
in thousands of years of history, not 
millions. Letting Scripture interpret 
Scripture, we look at the Greation days 
in Genesis 1, with their self-evident 
reference to normal, 24-hour days, and 
see confirmation of this in Exodus 20:11 
and 31:17. When we read in Romans 
1:20 that "since the creation of the world. 
His invisible attributes are clearly seen' 
(NKJV), it is again self-evident that those 
doing the "seeing” must be humans. 
Some Ghristians find places to add 
massive amounts of time to the biblical 
narrative, while at the same time forget¬ 
ting that we are not supposed to add or 
take away from His Word (Proverbs 30:6; 
Revelation 22:18-19). 

Novarupta-Katmal 

While reasons exist to believe the earth 
and universe are billions of years old, 
the purpose here is to provide further 


evidence that there are no good reasons. 
Geologists like to say, "Every rock has 
a story,” and this is true. Unfortunately, 
most of those stories we can only specu¬ 
late about, because no human was there 
to record the events. 

However, such is not the case for 
Novarupta volcano, one of the largest 
eruptions in recorded history (Figure 
1), and 30 times larger than Mt. St. 
Helen's 1980 blast (Shormann, 2010). 
Also referred to as "Novarupta-Katmai,” 
its one hundredth anniversary was in 
2012. It erupted violently June 6-8, 
1912, depositing up to 700 feet of ash 
and tephra in places (Shormann, 2010). 
It was so massive that if it occurred at 
New York Gity, it would have engulfed 
all of Manhattan Island and an equal 
area besides (Griggs, 1922). We also 
know that after June 8, 1912, there was 
one more dome-forming event at Novar¬ 
upta; a dacite dome was blasted out and 
replaced by the current rhyolitic dome 
(Hildreth and Fierstein, 2012). The 
exact date of this dome-forming event is 
unknown, but seismic recordings suggest 
it happened in the months following the 
June 6-8 blast (Hildreth and Fierstein, 
2012). The first photograph of the dome 
was taken by Robert Griggs in 1917, and 
while releasing far less steam and other 
gases, the shape of the dome is basically 
the same today (Figure 2). 

Whether you believe in thousands 
of years or something vastly greater, 
one thing all natural history researchers 
are trying to do is match an idea with 
reality. For Greation researchers, the 
"idea” is that Scripture reveals a pattern 
of Greation/Flood/Ice Age/Present. We 
look for evidence in nature where this 
idea matches what we see. And we find 
it everywhere, including at Novarupta 
(Figure 3). Readers who favor secular 
models start with the notion that long¬ 
term, low-energy events are the domi¬ 
nant shapers of earth's crustal features. 
But is this pattern really that evident in 
nature? Also, since high-energy events 
are now so infrequent, we know very 
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Figure 1. Map of The Valley of 10,000 Smokes, modified from Griggs (1922). 


little about physical processes that might 
be associated with high-energy events, 
such as accelerated nuclear decay 
(DeYoung, 2005; Vardiman et ah, 2005). 

Radiometric Dating 
and “Excess Argon” 

Currently, radiometric dating is the 
dominant method used as evidence sup¬ 
porting secular models of earth history. 
In a nutshell, radiometric dating involves 
measuring the ratio of a radioactive 
isotope to its decay product. The older 
a rock, the more decay product it should 
contain. A more thorough understand¬ 
ing of radiometric dating fundamentals 
is found in DeYoung (2005). 

This paper focuses on the "^^Ar/^^Ar 
method, and its predecessor, K/Ar. 
McDougal and Harrison (1999) give a 
thorough review of the method and its 
assumptions from a “deep time” perspec¬ 
tive. The Ar/Ar method is believed to be 
more accurate, though when researchers 
dated samples less than 2,000 years old, 
the result were in error by over 70% 
(Overman, 2010). "^^Ar is the decay prod¬ 
uct of radioactive ("^^K also decays 
into ^°Ca). ^^Ar is produced by placing 



Figure 2. Novarupta then (left, from Griggs, 1922, p. 280) and July 2009 (right). 
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Figure 3. Evidence of the Creation/Flood/Ice Age/Stasis pattern is everywhere in the Novarupta-Katmai region. The water- 
deposited and sedimentary Naknek formation was probably a Flood deposit, followed by Ice Age glacial action, with volcanic 
mountain forming during and after glacial retreat. Photo i from Katmai Canyon by Griggs (p. 125). Photo ii (2011) shows 
post-ice Age uplift of Naknek formation between Mount Katmai and Noisy Mountain, with glacially smoothed boulders 
still resting on uplifted blocks. Photo iii shows Flood/Ice Age/Stasis pattern along upper Ukak River. Photo iv (2011) shows 
Ice Age/Stasis pattern in extreme upper Katmai Valley. 


the sample in a nuclear reactor and bom¬ 
barding it with fast neutrons, converting 
to ^^Ar. This allows for two gases to 
be measured in a mass spectrometer, 
reducing the chances of measurement 
errors (Snelling, 2009). Assuming the 
ratio of is a constant, the ^‘^Ar 

is therefore an estimate of the original 
parent amount of Or: 

4 W^Ar = 40Ar/40K (1) 

Radiometric dates from samples 
of unknown age cannot be verified. 


Problems with the Potassium-Argon 
(K/Ar) method were noted early in its 
application, particularly the problem 
of “excess” argon contained in samples 
(Aldrich and Nier, 1948). Some samples 
had so much excess argon that they gave 
apparent ages of 9 Ca (billion years ago); 
almost twice Earth's secularly assumed 
age (Harrison and McDougal, 1981). 
Woodmorappe (1999) showed how the 
“excess argon” label is invoked as a way 
to discount once-accepted Ar-Ar dates. 
Since the secular Earth age is actually 
not verifiable, is it also possible that most. 


if not all K/Ar and Ar/Ar samples contain 
excess argon? Results from a study of 
over 500 articles suggest there is excess 
(Overman, 2013). 

Dates obtained from rocks of known 
age provide the best samples for dem¬ 
onstrating the method's unreliability. 
Overman (2010) showed that Ar/Ar mea¬ 
surements made by Renne et al (1997) 
on Mt. Vesuvius were 72% older than 
the known eruption date. Austin (1996) 
sampled the recently cooled dacite lava 
dome formed atop Mt. St. Helens on 
October 26, 1980 and found it con- 
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tained up to 2.8 million years' worth of 
exeess argon. Similarly, Snelling (1998) 
sampled the June 30, 1954 andesite 
lava flows from Mt. Nguaruhoe, New 
Zealand, whieh measured up to 3.5 mil¬ 
lion years' worth of exeess argon. Other 
examples are eited in Snelling (2009, pp. 
804-806), who also summarizes many 
Ar/Ar method pitfalls. In addition, John 
Woodmorappe tabulated hundreds of 
examples where K/Ar and other radio- 
metrie ages differed from expeeted ages 
(Woodmorappe, 1979). 

Researehers offer many possibilities 
for this extra argon, the most eommon 
being that it was “inherited" from sur¬ 
rounding roeks. One of the supposed 
benefits of the K/Ar and Ar/Ar methods 
is that the hotter a roek is heated, the 
greater the amount of gas that will dif¬ 
fuse out of it. Molten roek, therefore, 
should release all of its argon, so that 
when the roek erystallizes, it will be set 
to “zero" (Dalrymple and Lanphere, 
1969). However, several years before 
Dalrymple and Lanphere made their 
elaims (whieh Dalrymple repeated in 
1991), researehers had diseovered that 
under high temperatures and high argon 
pressure tests, eommon erustal roeks 
absorbed up to 5 billion years of exeess 
argon (Karpinskaya et ah, 1961)! 

For magmas and lavas, the effeet of 
pressure on gas solubility is understood 
with Henry's law, whieh deseribes the 
solubility of a gas as direetly proportional 
to the partial pressure of that gas in sur¬ 
rounding fluids. Applying Henry's law, 
K/Ar dating method pioneer Garnis 
Curtis (Dalrymple was one of his gradu¬ 
ate students) stated, “Magmas formed 
at depths of 50 to 100 km are under 
suffleient eonflning pressure to keep 
signifleant quantities of old radiogenie 
argon in solution, argon that has been 
formed from ^‘^K deeay deep within the 
earth" (Curtis, 1966). Also, Funkhouser 
et al. (1966) suggested that phenoerysts 
formed at depth would have higher Ar 
values than those formed at shallower 
depths. 


It is elear that a roek ean gain or lose 
argon, depending on its environmental 
eonditions. Therefore, samples from 
voleanie eruptions of known age that 
give extremely old dates are assumed 
either to have inherited argon from 
surrounding roeks or to be remnants of 
older roeks, broken off and blasted out 
without the ehanee to eompletely degas. 

Unfortunately, follow-up questions 
are usually left unanswered. What is 
the souree of argon in the surrounding 
roeks? And if they lost some of their 
radiogenie argon, would they not yield 
an anomalously young age? If argon is 
so mobile, would it not be better to use 
K/Ar and Ar/Ar ratios as tools to study a 
roek's environmental history, as Kirsten 
suggested baek in 1966 (see p. 7)? 

Methods of K/Ar 
Measurements 


Previous Measurements 

Novarupta is no stranger to radiometrie 
age-ealibration experiments. Dalrymple 
and Lanphere (1969) mention that a 
boulder-sized granitie xenolith eolleeted 
by Curtis (1966) from the welded tuff of 
Novarupta gave an age of 4 million years, 
when Curtis said it is supposed to be 150 
million years old. They eoneluded that 
it did not get hot enough to lose all of 
its argon. But they also said, “Apparently, 
voleanie roeks eool mueh too quiekly, 
leaving insuffleient time for eomplete 
degassing to oeeur" (Dalrymple and 
Lanphere, 1969, p. 143). But if volea¬ 
nie roeks eool quiekly, that also means 
magma along the edges of a eonduit 
eould eool and form granite, and be 
just a few years (or days?) old at the time 
of an eruption. After all, rapid granite 
formation is possible (Snelling, 2008). 

Dalrymple and Lanphere (1969) 
also noted that a Sierra Nevada basalt 
flow, whieh being hotter should have 
experieneed more degassing, eontained 
a granitie xenolith from a 90 Ma pluton 
with a K/Ar age of 2 Ma. They eon- 


eluded this meant it retained 2.2% of 
its argon. Then, at Katmai, the welded 
tuff xenolith (eooler, so less degassing) 
retained 4/150 (2.7%) of its argon. Dal¬ 
rymple and Lanphere (1969, p. 143) 
stated, “Xenoliths in welded tuffs ean 
be expeeted to retain even more of 
their radiogenie argon, beeause welded 
tuffs are erupted at temperatures several 
hundred degrees lower than basalt." But 
0.5% more is hardly “more" and avoids 
the question of why there was so mueh 
exeess argon. 

Adding further eonfusion, expert 
Wes Hildreth (personal eommuniea- 
tion, Nov. 9, 2011) elaimed the granite 
underlying Novarupta was not 150 
Ma but “Mioeene," meaning a seeular 
age around 5-20 Ma. If eorreet, the 
Novarupta xenoliths therefore retained 
4/15 (27%) of their original argon, and 
a Mioeene age for the granite makes 
Dalrymple and Lanphere's eonelusion 
more reasonable. But another alterna¬ 
tive is that the measurements are more 
relevant to the environmental history of 
the granite, whieh ineludes temperature, 
pressure, ehemistry, and rate of eooling. 
It is also eurious how the granite beneath 
Novarupta-Katmai “lost" up to 145 mil¬ 
lion years in age between 1966 and 2011. 

The big assumption here is that the 
granitie xenoliths formed millions of 
years ago but retained some radiogenie 
argon despite heating and degassing. 
But there is no way to know for sure 
if this is what happened. Only the K/ 
Ar method has been used to date the 
Novarupta granite. Multiple methods 
should be used and should mateh. The 
most reliable method for age-dating the 
xenoliths is an eyewitness aeeount, and 
this seems to be ignored. And, Anally, 
if this granite boulder really did lose 
argon from heating, there is no reason 
to believe it should have lost it uniformly. 
Could not some of the argon, espe- 
eially in the eore of the boulder, remain 
trapped? Why would the entire boulder 
be homogeneous? The faet that it is 
homogeneous (Curtis, 1966) suggests 
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to me that the granite cooled rapidly at 
a fairly constant T and high pressure, 
trapping argon from the environment, 
or possibly from within. 

Beside the granitic xenoliths, Curtis 
(1966) also tested the K/Ar method on 
Novarupta-Katmai rhyolite pumice, 
which gave an age less than 10,000 years. 
Curtis (1966, p. 154) said, 'We found 
the contents oC^W to be less than would 
give an age of 10,000 years, or within the 
experimental limits of detection.” So it 
sounds as though they found radiogenic 
argon, just not that much. 

It is interesting to note that pumice 
forms so rapidly that it solidifies at nor¬ 
mal atmospheric pressures while flying 
through the air. Therefore, it is an ideal 
candidate for having its "argon clock” 
set to zero. One alternative hypothesis 
to that of Curtis (1966) and Dalrymple 
and Lanphere (1969) is that the Novar- 
upta granite, an intrusive rock (formed 
underneath earth's crust), solidified at a 
high pressure, which meant more Argon 


was dissolved in the magma it solidified 
from, giving it an old radiometric age 
of 4 million years. The Novarupta pum¬ 
ice, though, which is an extrusive rock 
(formed above earth's crust), formed at 
normal atmospheric pressures, which 
is why it had so little radiogenic argon. 

New K/Ar Measurements 

So what would a Novarupta sample that 
was neither pumice nor granite reveal if 
age-dated? A rock from its rhyolite dome 
would not degas as much as pumice but 
more than rapidly formed granite from 
depth. Rhyolite is the extrusive form 
of granite and forms at or near earth's 
surface. 

A fist-sized sample was collected 
from the top of the Novarupta lava dome 
on July 28, 2009 (Figure 4). Hildreth 
and Fierstein (2012) describe the cur¬ 
rent Novarupta dome as 95% rhyolite 
(76-77% SiO^) streaked with 5% an¬ 
desite and dacite. A major assumption 
of both the K/Ar and Ar/Ar methods is 


that the generated from the decay 
of escapes continually until the rock 
solidifies and cools (Dalrymple and Lan¬ 
phere, 1969). Therefore, the rhyolite at 
the top of the dome (841 m above sea 
level) should have lost its excess argon 
before cooling, unless it cooled too 
quickly to release it. Also, since it was not 
surrounded by rocks with higher argon 
concentrations, it would not be possible 
to inherit argon from anything else. The 
sample also showed evidence of hydro- 
thermal alteration, at least on the outside 
surface, providing more evidence that 
it was heated to high temperatures after 
solidifying, giving it further opportu¬ 
nity to reset its radiogenic argon to zero. 
Hildreth and Fierstein (2012) noted 
that the magma temperatures for the 
rhyolite dome probably exceeded 830° 
C, much higher than typical melting 
temperatures for rhyolite (650-800°C). 
Several decades ago, Bowen (1956) 
showed that high silica rocks have lower 
melting points than more mafic rocks. 



Figure 4. Left: July 28, 2009, author photo from top of Novarupta lava dome, looking west. Dark-colored mountains in 
background are the Buttress Range. Ash-covered Baked Mountain is on the right. Part of Falling Mountain is visible in the 
left foreground, with Mount Cerebrus directly behind it. Right: Novarupta rhyolite sample prior to sending off for analysis 
(Photo by Larry Bledsoe). 
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Thus, during a massive eruption, like 
Novarupta, rhyolites would be in the 
liquid phase the longest and therefore 
have the greatest ehanee to release any 
exeess argon. 

The photograph Griggs took in 1917 
of the Novarupta dome (Figure 2) also 
provides evidenee of high temperatures 
at the surfaee several years after the 
eruption. Everything about the Novar¬ 
upta sample (Figure 4) is favorable for 
having its “argon eloek” set to zero upon 
solidifying. 

Following eolleetion, the sample 
remained at room temperature in a 
sealed plastie bag until shipped for 
analysis in May 2012 to the New Mexieo 
Geoehronology Researeh Laboratory 
(NMGRL). Interaetion with NMGRL 
was eondueted by Larry Bledsoe, owner 
of Ghemieal Sampling Serviees. 

Prior to sample analysis, NMGRL 
asked us to estimate the sample's age. Al¬ 
though eoneerned this might introduee 
bias, we agreed and gave an estimate of 
30-50 Ma, whieh is the seeular age for 
the Naknek formation underlying the 
Novarupta-Katmai region. One way an 
age estimate leads to bias is in the Ar/Ar 
step-heating proeedure. The NMGRL 
website speeifieally states “the heating 
sehedule varies depending on what type 
of material is being analyzed and how 
much information we are trying to obtain' 
(NMGRL, 2013a, emphasis added). 
Sinee an older age, i.e. “more informa¬ 
tion," was estimated for this sample, it 
was heated longer and hotter than if we 
had estimated a younger age (see Diseus- 
sion). The ehoiee of fluenee monitor is 
based on the age estimate given. For the 
Novarupta sample, NMGRL used the 
Fish Ganyon Sanidine (assigned “age" 
= 28.02 Ma; Renne et ah, 1998) as the 
standard. 

The bulk sample (SAES 51012) was 
initially prepared by erushing, sieving, 
and then washing away elay-sized mate¬ 
rial. The mineral separate and fluenee 
monitors were loaded into aluminum 
dises and irradiated for 40 hours at 


the USGS TRIGA reaetor in Denver, 
Golorado. Nuelear irradiation with fast 
neutrons eonverts non-radiogenie K-39 
to Ar-39. The groundmass eoneentrate 
was analyzed as a bulk sample with 
the ineremental heating age speetrum 
method using a defoeused GO^ laser. 
Although temperatures were not speei- 
fled, the 10 heating steps ranged from 
a power setting of 19 W to 50 W. More 
detailed methods are available on the 
New Mexieo Geoehronology Researeh 
Laboratory website (NMGRL, 2013b) 
and in NMGRL (2013e). 

Results 

Although below deteetion limit levels of 
radiogenie Argon (labeled as Ar*) were 
expeeted based on normal Ar* assump¬ 
tions (Dalrymple and Lanphere, 1969, 
pp. 50-51), sample SAES51012 eon- 
tained 3.6% radiogenie argon (Figure 5). 
Individual heating steps gave apparent 
ages as high as 5.5 Ma. 

Two of the steps (G and D) gave 
negative ages, whieh NMGRL attrib¬ 
uted to analytieal problems. Steps G and 
D eontained gas (possibly hydroearbons) 
that was diffleult for their extraetion line 
to elean up (NMGRL, 2013e). This is 
a reasonable assumption regarding the 
analytieal error, espeeially sinee Griggs 
(1922) eonflrmed the presenee of hydro¬ 
earbons at the Novarupta dome. 

By summing the produet of eaeh 
step's apparent age and the X^'^Ar re¬ 
leased, an “integrated age" ean be esti¬ 
mated. Exeluding steps G and D gives 
an integrated age estimate of about 2.36 
± 0.05 Ma. 

_ Discussion _ 

The integrated “age" estimate of 2.36 
Ma falls between Gurtis's (1966) pumiee 
sample (<10,000 years) and granitie xe- 
nolith (4 Ma). Exeess argon is what one 
would expeet if the argon eoneentration 
in a sample were really more a funetion 
of environmental eonditions when the 


roek solidifled. It is not what one would 
expeet if the Ar/Ar method were a reli¬ 
able age-dating tool. If the Ar/Ar method 
were reliable, then sample SAES51012 
would have below-deteetion-limit levels 
ofArT 

An important part of the Ar/Ar 
method is the “step-heating" proeess, 
where temperature is inereased in a 
stepwise manner in a vaeuum, and 
all the argon released in eaeh step is 
pumped off before the temperature is 
raised for the next step. The step heating 
ean reveal important information for a 
sample's environmental history, sueh as 
whether or not it appears that subsequent 
reheating events added or removed ar¬ 
gon from the roek. Lower temperature 
steps often have less radiogenie argon, 
and higher temperature steps have more. 
The Novarupta rhyolite sample followed 
this trend (Figure 5, top). The trend is 
attributed to low-temperature anomalies 
eausing argon to diffuse away from the 
outer edges of erystals. 

As Dalrymple (1991) stated, high 
temperatures eneourage argon release. 
What this also means is that during step 
heating, the amount of heat, and the 
duration a roek is heated, ean greatly 
influenee the amount of argon released. 
As previously mentioned, NMGRL 
admits “the heating sehedule varies de¬ 
pending on what type of material is being 
analyzed and how much information we 
are trying to obtain" (NMGRL, 2013a, 
emphasis added). But that also means 
sample “ages" ean be adjusted to mateh 
predieted “ages," simply by heating the 
samples for eertain durations using eer- 
tain temperatures, while exeluding data 
that do not fit the estimate. 

Apparently, this happened when 
Renne et al. (1997) attempted to use 
the Ar/Ar method to date a sample from 
the AD 79 eruption of Mt. Vesuvius. 
They presented their Ar/Ar isoehron 
age of 1,925 ±94 years as an example of 
the method's aeeuraey. But to get the 
isoehron age of 1,925 years ago, they 
ignored the first two steps in the step- 
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of years (Ma) (bottom). Blaek bars at top of eaeh step represent 2-sigma errors. 


heating process, one of which gave an 
apparent age of 521 Ka. But this step 
contained less than 1% of the total ^‘^Ar 
released. More important, the heating 
steps were from 1-20 W, which is cooler 
than the 19-50 W settings used to heat 
the Novarupta sample. Both studies used 
a CO^ laser to heat the samples. For 
Novarupta, over 50% of the ^‘^Ar released 
was from temperatures greater than 20 


W (Steps E-J were between 21 and 50 
W). These steps also gave the highest 
apparent ages (Figure 5). 

In addition. Overman (2010) showed 
that the Renne et al. (1997) total gas 
date of 3,300 years was actually a better 
fit to the mathematical model used to 
calculate the date, which meant their 
results gave an Ar/Ar age 72% older than 
expected. The question remains: What 


would the Mt. Vesuvius data reveal if 
heated over 20 W? Or what if the heating 
range stayed the same but the duration 
of each step was increased? Either way, 
it is likely that more argon would be 
released, giving an even older date. 

If there ever was a rock sample to so 
closely approach the Ar/Ar assumption 
of zero initial argon, the sample from 
the top of the current Novarupta dome 
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should be it. So why did it have up to 
5.5 Ma worth of exeess Ar? 

Possible Explanations 
for the Excess Argon 

1. The sample absorbed excess argon 
from surrounding rocks. The eurrent 
Novarupta lava dome was the third 
(seeond at Novarupta's vent) and last 
dome to form in the Novarupta-Katmai 
eruption (Hildreth and Fierstein, 2012, 
Fig. 60). Evidenee exists that the rhyo¬ 
lite lava for the dome was formed in a 
shallow reservoir (Shormann, 2013). As 
diseussed previously, solubility, as well as 
diffusion of argon into a roek, is known 
to inerease with inereasing temperature 
and pressure (the deeper it is, the higher 
the Ar eoneentration); but if the rhyolite 
was formed in a shallow ehamber, then 
it had a better opportunity to release any 
exeess argon. Furthermore, sinee the 
rhyolite dome was the last dome to form, 
it pushed up through newly solidified 
and deposited material from the June 
6-8, 1912 eruption. Deposits are 700 
feet thiek surrounding Novarupta's vent 
(Shormann, 2010). If Dalrymple and 
Lanphere's (1969) assumption of zero 
initial argon is true, it does not seem 
that the newly formed surrounding roeks 
would have mueh argon to transfer to 
the rhyolite magma before it solidified. 

2. The rhyolite magma solidified at 
depth, where argon concentrations 
might be higher. Reeall that Curtis 
(1966) attributed the 4-milhon-year-old 
''age” of a granitie boulder blasted out 
of Novarupta to the possibility that the 
granite was attaehed to the sidewall of 
Novarupta's vent and beeame dislodged 
and ejeeted outwards. Curtis assumed 
the granite was not heated suffieiently 
during the eruption to release all of 
its argon. But granite ean form rapidly 
(Snelling, 2008). And if granite ean form 
rapidly, this also leads to the possibility 
that the extrusive rhyolite dome solidi¬ 
fied rapidly at a shallower depth than 
Curtis's intrusive granite, whieh is why 
the rhyolite appears to have less exeess 


argon. However, it is unknown how deep 
the eurrent Novarupta dome was when 
it formed. Evidenee surrounding the 
dome suggests that it rose in the months 
after the eruption. Above it was a rapidly 
eooled daeite dome, whieh was blasted 
out from the gas pressure that built up 
underneath (Hildreth and Fierstein, 
2012). The gas pressure was provided by 
open-system degassing of the rhyolite, as 
well as steam buildup from groundwater 
(Hildreth and Fierstein, 2012). The 
large amount of open-system degassing 
that oeeurred most likely ineluded ar¬ 
gon gas from the rhyolite, making the 
shallow rhyolite a superb eandidate for 
having its "argon eloek” set to zero. Also, 
sample SAES51012 was eolleeted from 
the top of Novarupta's dome (Figure 4), 
where any effeet from Henry's law would 
be the least. 

3. Magma chemistry affects argon re¬ 
tention. Austin's work on Mt. St. Helen's 
daeite dome suggests different magma 
types vary in their ability to release exeess 
argon before solidifying (Austin, 1996). 
He found that more mafie minerals like 
orthopyroxene retain the most argon, 
followed by hornblende, and finally, 
plagioelase. Minerals more eommon 
in basalts like orthopyroxene also have 
the highest melting temperatures, so 
they would be expeeted to erystallize 
deeper in the magma ehamber, where 
argon eoneentrations are expeeted to 
be higher (Curtis, 1966; Austin, 1996). 
The NMCRL report for the Novarupta 
sample supports this idea, mentioning 
that basalts giving similar seeular ages 
to the Novarupta rhyolite normally have 
almost 3 times more Ar* than the No¬ 
varupta rhyolite (NMCRL, 2013e). The 
eorrelation between magma ehemistry 
and argon retention supports the idea 
that K/Ar and Ar/Ar values are better 
suited as tools to study environmental 
histories of magmas (Snelling, 2005; 
Snelling, 1998; Austin and Snelling, 
1998). 

4. Atmospheric contamination. The 

model used to estimate % radiogenie 


argon aeeounts for atmospherie argon, 
assuming the ratio oL^^Ar to ^^Ar in the 
atmosphere is a eonstant value of 295.5 
(NMCRL, 2013b). Sinee the sample 
was eolleeted from the surfaee, any 
heating events after the dome formed 
should have helped equilibrate the roek 
with atmospherie levels oF^^Ar. Also, the 
dome rests approximately 831 m above 
sea level, where atmospherie pressures 
are lower, allowing even more gas to 
eseape than at sea level. 

5. Accelerated decay caused the excess 
argon. A primary assumption of radio- 
metrie methods is that the isotope's 
deeay rate remains eonstant (Dalrymple 
and Lanphere, 1969; MeDougal and 
Harrison, 1999). Everything about the 
Novarupta sample suggests it should 
have had near-zero radiogenie argon in 
1912 or even later. So where did its extra 
3.6% radiogenie argon eome from? The 
RATE projeet provided multiple lines of 
evidenee for aeeelerated nuelear deeay 
during the Creation, the Fall, and the 
Flood (Vardiman et ah, 2005; DeYoung, 
2005). However, Froede and Abridge 
(2012) note that the RATE evidenee 
alone is insuffieient and suggest aeeel¬ 
erated deeay should be eonsidered only 
as an "interesting hypothesis.'' Indeed, 
having multiple working hypotheses 
(eliminative induetion) is the best ap- 
proaeh for eondueting natural history 
researeh (Reed and Klevberg, 2011). 

In working toward making aeeeler¬ 
ated nuelear deeay a viable hypothesis, 
Froede and Abridge (2012) suggest di- 
reeting efforts toward a radiometrie-age 
date "eonversion faetor.'' A funetional 
eonversion faetor might lend support to 
the aeeelerated deeay hypothesis, provid¬ 
ing a simple tool to eonvert seeular time- 
seales to biblieal ones. However, this 
idea assumes that radiometrie methods 
are aetually eapable of estimating the 
timing of past events. 

What if radiometrie deeay rates are 
not eonstant and radioisotopes are really 
more of a "signature” deseribing eondi- 
tions at the time of roek formation? In 
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Figure 6. Left: Possible scenario for the excess argon found in igneous rocks. Faster-cooling extrusive rocks like pumice will 
have little time to generate excess argon by accelerated decay, while slower-cooling intrusive rocks like granite have more 
time spent in environmental conditions favorable for both accelerated nuclear decay and inheritance of extraneous argon. 
Right: Hypothetical continuum for decay rate as a function of event energy. Data points show possible locations of 
Novarupta (N), Ice Age supervolcanoes (I), Flood (F), and Creation (C). 


mathematieal terms, what if dN/dt ^ 
-kN ? What if this relationship is too sim- 
plistie and rates are aetually a funetion 
of multiple environmental eonditions 
like event energy, temperature, pressure, 
and magma ehemistry, as hypothesized 
in Figure 6? Evidenee supporting the 
assumption of eonstant deeay rates exists 
(Dalrymple and Lanphere, 1969), but 
researeh also shows rates are not always 
eonstant. For example, studies show 
that environmental eonditions affeet 
eleetron eapture, the same proeess by 
whieh eonverts to "^Wr (MeDougal 
and Harrison, 1999; Walker, 2000). Is 
it possible that radioisotopes are more 
helpful as ''envirometers” than as ''ehro- 
nometers?” 

The Novarupta rhyolite seemed like 
an exeellent sample for having its “argon 
eloek” set to zero, but this zero setting 
was not deteeted. If the exeess argon 
did not eome from extraneous sourees, 
then what if it eame from within by ae- 


eelerated deeay (Figure 6)? Pumiee 
expands greatly and eools rapidly, so fast 
that the expanding gas bubbles “freeze” 
in midair, giving pumiee its high poros¬ 
ity. Rapid eooling and expansion would 
leave less time for aeeelerated deeay to 
have an effeet, resulting in Curtis's 1966 
pumiee samples having the lowest Ar* 
levels reeorded at Novarupta. Surfaee- 
and near-surfaee-eooled materials like 
rhyolite follow, and finally intrusive 
roeks like granite (Curtis, 1966) that eool 
the slowest. If aeeelerated deeay is not 
just an anomaly of events like Creation, 
the Flood, and lee Age supervoleanoes 
(Austin, 1998) and environmental eon¬ 
ditions do affeet it, then slow-eooling 
samples would have higher Ar*, and 
fast-eooling samples would have less. 

_ Summary _ 

In the twenty-first eentury, high-energy, 
short-term events like Creation and the 


Flood are nonexistent. We do not have 
a way to replieate these events. We ean 
only speeulate about physieal proeesses 
that oeeurred during these events that 
do not seem to oeeur today. However, 
eatastrophie events like Novarupta 
provide a glimpse into this mysterious 
world, revealing elues of physieal pro¬ 
eesses that may be assoeiated only with 
high-energy events. 

Results presented here provide no 
good reasons to believe the 2012 No¬ 
varupta rhyolite dome sample shows 
anything but a problem with exeess 
argon in samples. This is not a new 
problem, as Curtis (1966) found the 
same problem with Novarupta pumiee 
and granite samples, and his samples 
were almost 50 years younger than the 
sample used here. In addition, bias is 
introdueed to the method beeause teeh- 
nieians request an age estimate prior to 
analysis. Teehnieians use the estimate 
to adjust the duration and temperature 
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settings for the step-heating proeess, to 
ehoose a fluenee monitor, ete. 

It does seem, though, that Ar/Ar 
ratios and the step-heating method are 
useful aids for interpreting the environ¬ 
mental history of igneous roeks, while 
revealing evidenee for aeeelerated 
nuelear deeay and/or argon solubility 
being affeeted by temperature, pressure, 
and magma ehemistry. In any ease, all 
age-ealibration studies from Novarupta 
reveal a major flaw in the assumption of 
zero initial argon. Beeause this assump¬ 
tion is flawed, the method is flawed and 
therefore should be rejeeted as a tool for 
estimating sample age. 

All natural historians, regardless of 
their interpretive framework for natural 
history, should be highly skeptieal of 
radiometrie dating teehniques. Beeause 
Seripture, not experimental evidenee, 
is the ultimate authority for Creation 
researehers, the burden of proof lies 
with adherents of “deep time” to explain 
why reasonable people should aeeept 
the results of radiometrie dating as faet 
(Woodmorappe, 1999). The author 
hopes this study will eneourage all read¬ 
ers to put less faith in the idea of “deep 
time” and more faith in Seripture as a 
true and reasonable historieal aeeount. 
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The Human Hand: Perfectly Designed 

Jerry Bergman* 


Abstract 

V arious theories of the evolution of the human hand are analyzed, 
revealing mueh speeulation, but little evidenee, for the evolution¬ 
ary origin of this eomplex and highly designed system. The hand would 
require the simultaneous evolution of large set of intrieate and matehed 
struetures, ineluding bones, museles, blood vessels, ligaments, tendons, 
skin, and nerves. In addition, the brain must have evolved systems 
enabling the eoordinated funetion of the hand as an integrated unit. 
The result is an anatomieal system that is one of the most eritieal parts 
of what makes us human. In eomparison to the primate hand, there 
are several signifieant differenees that indieate the uniqueness of the 
human hand. Also, the enormous versatility of the hand, sueh as ability 
to do tasks requiring fine motor eoordination as well as brute strength, 
are diseussed. 


Introduction 

The hand is one of the most eomplex 
and eritieal parts of the human body. 
Zimmer (2012, p. 98) wrote that our 
hands are ''where the mind meets the 
world” and that humans use their hands 
to make 

fires and sew quilts, to steer airplanes, 
to write, dig, remove tumors, [and] 
pull a rabbit out of a hat. The human 
brain, with its open-ended ereativity, 
may be the thing that makes our spe- 
eies unique. But without hands, all 
the grand ideas we eoneoet would 
eome to nothing. 

Hands also make tools, perform 
surgeries, express gestures, make musie. 


produee artistie ereations, and play the 
piano (Wagner, 1988). After studying the 
hand for 30 years, medieal doetor John 
Napier eoneluded that, aesthetieally, the 
hand is "one of the most beautiful parts 
of the human body” (Napier, 1980, p. 
18). Hands are also the "ehief origin of 
the fifth sense ealled toueh” and "our 
main souree of eontaet with the physi- 
eal environment” (Napier, 1980, p. 22). 
Writing the introduetion for Beasley's 
Surgery of the Hand, Professor Vietor 
Meyer observed that the human 

hand can justly be called the most 
important extension of the intellect 
[adding that it is clearly] far more 
than just a tool with prehensile ca¬ 


pacities, as it is complemented with 
a rich collection of sensory receptors. 
The hand and the nervous system, 
especially the hand and brain, form 
a unique functional entity. Each 
person's individual personality is 
reflected, to a greater or lesser de¬ 
gree, in the way they use their hands, 
which are permanently in the public 
eye ... Also, the hands disclose a per¬ 
son s emotional composure (Beasley, 
2003, p. viii). 

It has been widely aeknowledged 
that the "history of all soeieties refleets 
reeognition of the speeial importanee 
and appreeiation of the exeeptional ea- 
pabilities of the human hand” (Beasley, 
2003, p. 1). 

Sir Charles Bell wrote a 260-page 
book titled The Hand: Its Mechanism 
and Vital Endowments as Evidence of 
Design that went through at least eight 
editions, the last published in 1876. In 
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this book he wrote that the hand belongs 
exclusively to humans and its impor¬ 
tance is so critical that it has converted 
“the being who is the weakest in natural 
defenses, to the ruler over animate and 
inanimate nature” (Bell and Shaw, 1865, 

p. 12). 

The human hand has several unique 
anatomical features not found in any 
other living creature. Humans have 
comparatively shorter palms and fingers, 
but a longer and stronger thumb than 
the apes. Human fingers can be indi¬ 
vidually controlled to a greater degree 
than is true for all other animals, even 
those primates that are anatomically 
similar to humans. This unique design 
give the “human hand unparalleled 
dexterity” (Wayman, 2013, p. 16). In 
addition, Zimmer (2012, p. 98) wrote 
that the reason 

we can use our hands for so many 
things is their extraordinary anatomy. 
Underneath the skin, hands are 
an exquisite integration of tissues. 
The thumb alone is controlled by 
nine separate muscles. Some are 
anchored to bones within the hand, 
while others snake their way to the 
arm. The wrist is a floating cluster of 
bones and ligaments threaded with 
blood vessels and nerves. The nerves 
send branches into each fingertip. 
The hand can generate fine forces 
or huge ones. A watchmaker can 
use his hands to set springs in place 
under a microscope. A pitcher can 
use the same anatomy to throw a ball 
at a hundred miles an hour. 

The human hand's extraordinary 
dexterity cannot be explained solely by 
its anatomical design. A major reason for 
the hand's unique abilities is the com¬ 
plex brain and the neural machinery 
that control it. 

Primates have direct connections 
between certain cortical motor neurons 
and spinal motor neurons, enabling the 
cerebral cortex to achieve fine control 
over the hand muscle motor neurons 
(Flanagan and Johansson, 2002). Be¬ 


cause control of the unique human 
hand is a result of our central nervous 
system, the hand is a direct tool of our 
brain. Its design enables both fine and 
gross dexterity, which allows for incred¬ 
ible creativity, including hand gestures 
that effectively express our personalities 
(Putz and Tuppek, 1999). 

Hand Anatomy 

Touch 

The body's most sensitive areas on the 
skin include the lips and fingertips. Of 
all our senses, touch is the most difficult 
to do without. Hundreds of nerve end¬ 
ings exist in 

every square ineh of skin, your body 
funetions like an antenna, reeeiving 
a eonstant stream of information 
ranging from the firmness of the 
ehair you're sitting on to the heat 
of the sun through the window. 
Toueh is the first sense we develop 
in utero, and it is eritieal to survival... 
toueh helps to proteet us from harm. 
Some nerves are speeialized to feel 
texture and pressure, others to deteet 
temperature or register pain (Kahn, 

2012 , p. 8 ). 

The hand is also designed to absorb a 
fair amount of abuse due to its thick skin 
cover consisting of horny callosities (cal¬ 
luses) plus a layer of tough fibrous tissue 
called the palmer aponeurosis beneath 
the skin, both at the wrist and in the 
palm of the hand (Napier, 1980, p. 22). 

Skeletal Structure 

Figure 1 shows the skeletal anatomy of 
the hand. The human hand and wrist 
consist of 27 bones: 14 finger bones, the 
5 metacarpal bones (i.e., the bones of the 
palm or “hand proper”), a distal row of 
bones (trapezium, trapezoid, capitate, 
and hamate) that articulates with the 
other four short bones of the wrist or¬ 
ganized into a proximal row (scaphoid, 
lunate, triquetral, and pisiform), which 
articulates with the forearm skeleton. 


The arm's ulna and radius allow supina¬ 
tion and pronation (rotation about the 
axis of the forearm). 

Muscles and Associated Structures 

The muscles acting on the hand include 
the extrinsic and intrinsic muscle groups. 
The intrinsic muscle groups include the 
thenar (thumb) and hypothenar (little 
finger) muscles, the interossei muscles 
(four dorsally and three volarly), and the 
lumbrical muscles arising from the deep 
flexor that insert on the dorsal extensor 
hood mechanism. 

The extensors of the fingers are 
extrinsic muscles and are a group com¬ 
prised of six named extensor muscles. 
The primary function of the extensor 
muscle is to straighten out the digits. The 
flexors cause the actual bending of the 
fingers, and two long flexor muscles con¬ 
nect to the phalanges of the fingers by 
tendons. The deep flexor attaches to the 
distal phalanx, and the superficial flexor 
attaches to the middle phalanx. The 
thumb has one long flexor (extrinsic) 
and a short flexor in the thenar muscle 
(intrinsic) group. These muscles move 
the thumb in opposition to the four 
fingers, making grasping small items, 
such as pencils, possible (Beasley, 2003). 

The tendons unite with the interos¬ 
seous and lumbrical muscles to form the 
extensor hood mechanism. The thumb 
is unique because it has two specially 
designed extensors that extend into the 
forearm. The index finger also has an 
extra extensor to enable actions such 
as pointing. For this reason, no other 
finger can point as effectively as the 
index finger. 

Anatomic Variability 

Anatomic variability of the hand al¬ 
lows one person to excel at playing the 
piano and another to excel at brain 
surgery (Carson, 1990). Data used in 
the published literature produces an un¬ 
avoidable source of error because clear 
differences in human hands exist due to 
interpersonal variations of the structures 
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Figure 1. The bone strueture of the human hand. 


that make up the hand. This fact enables 
some of us to be superb at knitting and 
others to be skilled at woodworking 
(Schmidt and Lanz, 2004, p. 1). Another 
concern is explaining handedness. 

Approximately 66% of humans are 
right-handed, 4% are left-handed, 
and 30% are to varying degrees am¬ 
bidextrous. Studies of families have 


demonstrated that genetie influ- 
enees are responsible for handedness. 
The relationships between handed¬ 
ness and asymmetries in the brain 
have been the subjeet of ongoing 
diseussion. Dominanee of one hand 
influenees the size and strueture of 
the hemispheres, just as the brain in 
turn determines the hands eapability 


in terms of strueture and funetional 
differentiation (Sehmidt and Lanz, 
2004, p. 2). 

Clear sexual differences also exist in 
hand ability. For example, every feature 
in men's hands is, on the average, larger 
than in women's hands, and the 

same is true of digit span. However, 
women are generally eapable of larg¬ 
er aetive ranges of motion, sueh as 
flexion of the metaearpophalangeal 
joint of the thumb, radial or ulnar 
deviation, and eireular hand motions 
(Sehmidt and Lanz, 2004, p. 2). 

Finger Wrinkling 

Fingers and toes normally wrinkle when 
soaked in water for around five minutes. 
This response was commonly attributed 
to local osmotic reactions. Ironically, al¬ 
most a century ago, surgeons first noted 
that wrinkling does not occur when 
the sympathetic nerve to the finger has 
been severed (Changizi, et ah, 2011, p. 
286). Evidence now exists that rather 
than being an accidental side effect of 
water exposure, wet-induced wrinkling 
is a result of design to enhance finger 
grip power in wet conditions (Changizi, 
et ah, 2011). 

An analogy can be found in that 
smooth tires provide the best grip in 
dry conditions and treaded tires the best 
grip in wet road conditions. The finger- 
wrinkle morphology displays the prop¬ 
erties of drainage networks, enabling 
more efficient drainage of water from 
the gripped surface. The result is non- 
wrinkled fingers provide the best grip in 
dry conditions and wrinkled fingers the 
best grip in wet conditions (Changizi, 
et ah, 2011, p. 287). The postulated 
mechanism is neutrally mediated digit 
pulp vasoconstriction, indicating clear 
evidence of design. 

Wet-induced finger wrinkles not 
only has the signature morphology of 
a drainage system, but the five-minute 
time required for the wrinkles to ap¬ 
pear also is appropriate for natural wet 
conditions. The reason is that it is soon 
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Figure 2. An artist's schematic view of 
the evolution of the human hand from 
a fish fin. Note that a complete lack of 
fossil evidence exists for this theory. 
Drawing reproduced with permission 
of Dr. Reinhard Putz, MD 


enough to be helpful in dew or rainy 
conditions but not so fast that short con¬ 
tact with water, such as drinking from 
a wet glass, will trigger it (Changizi, et 
ah, 2011, p. 290). 

The Arm 

A critical part of the hand is the arm. The 
arm and hand function together as a unit 
and the arm is no less well designed than 
the hand. This is illustrated by attempts 
to duplicate its function. One writer 
noted that, to create a brain-controlled 
device that could achieve the feats of a 
human arm was one thing. 


but to pack that device into the size 
and weight of a native human arm 
was quite another. [Scientist] Ling 
calls the human arm the most ad¬ 
vanced biological tool in nature ... 
picture all the things a human arm 
is required to do during the course of 
an ordinary day. It is strong enough 
to hoist a bowling ball, yet dexterous 
enough to pluck up a feather. It can 
play a piano, type on a keyboard, 
weed a garden, swim, shake hands, 
lift groceries, and in the case of a 
solider, field-strip an Ml6 rifle. It’s 
impervious to water and to extremes 
in temperature ranging from below 
zero degrees Fahrenheit to more 
than one hundred degrees, and can 
operate ... as long ... as its owner 
is awake and active (Belfiore, 2009, 
p.l3). 

He added that nothing 

created by the most advanced sci¬ 
ence and engineering could come 
anywhere close to matching this 
performance ... think of the robots at 
Disneyland. You go down and look at 
their robots and say, ''Man, look what 
theyVe got: hands that are moving 
and arms that are moving....’' But 
what you don’t see is what’s behind 
the curtain. ... It’s this monstrous 
machine (Belfiore, 2009, p. 13). 


Evolutionary Origin 

In trying to determine how hands 
evolved, “researchers over the past 150 
years have dug up fossils on every conti¬ 
nent" to compare the anatomy of “hands" 
in a wide variety of animals (Zimmer, 
2012, p. 102). They have even studied 
the genes that construct them and their 
accessory structures, such as the brain, 
to locate evidence of evolution. It was 
determined a century ago that humans 
have two hands and two feet whereas 
higher primates have four hands and 
most chordates have only four feet, a 
difference Agassiz termed “very strik¬ 
ing" (Agassiz, 1900, p. 7). This is only 


one example of the chasm between 
humans and all other life-forms, includ¬ 
ing chimps. 

The current theory of hand evolution 
purports that human 

hands began to evolve at least 380 
million years ago from fins —not 
the flat, ridged fins of a goldfish but 
the muscular, stout fins of extinct 
relatives of today’s lungfish. Inside 
these lobe fins were a few chunky 
bones corresponding to the bones in 
our arms. Over time the descendants 
of these animals also evolved smaller 
bones that correspond to our wrists 
and fingers. The digits later emerged 
and became separate, allowing the 
animals to grip underwater vegeta¬ 
tion as they clambered through it 
(Zimmer, 2012, p. 102). 

As shown in Figure 2, the basic hand 
structure is postulated by evolutionists to 
have originated from the pectoral fin of 
fish (Putz and Tuppek, 1999). Evolution¬ 
ists also postulate that the precursors of 
the bones and intrinsic muscles of the 
hand are present in the anterior fin of 
primitive fishes. 

Since the human hand has fewer 
structures than a fish fin, evolutionists 
theorize that the 20 to 30 digits in fish 
were reduced to just ten in humans 
(Putz and Tuppek, 1999, p. 357). A ma¬ 
jor problem is that the fossil record does 
not indicate the origin of these structures 
but instead requires a postulated loss and 
rearrangement: 

Early hands were more exotic than 
any hand today. Some species had 
seven fingers. Others had eight. But 
by the time vertebrates were walking 
around on dry land 340 million years 
ago, the hand had been scaled back 
to only five fingers. It has never re¬ 
captured the original exuberance of 
fingers —for reasons scientists don’t 
yet know (Zimmer, 2012, p. 102). 

Therefore, evolutionists postulate 
that instead of evolving new structures, 
a reduction process occurred in hand 
evolution since hands first began to 
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evolve from fish fins. The theory also 
postulates that hand museles evolved 
from fish dorsal and palmar eompaet 
plates. The differentiation proeess fol¬ 
lowed the development of the fingers. 
The development of the individual hand 
is eontrolled by a group of homeobox 
genes that is eomparable in many dif¬ 
ferent speeies (Putz and Tuppek, 1999, 
p. 357). 

The prehensile hands and feet of 
primates are postulated to have evolved 
from the mobile hands of semiarbo- 
real tree shrews (genus Tupaiidae) that 
lived about 100 million years ago. This 
development has been aeeompanied 
by major ehanges in the brain and the 
reloeation of the eyes to the front of the 
faee, allowing for the musele eontrol 
and stereoseopie vision required for 
eontrolled grasping. This grasping, also 
known as power grip, is supplemented by 
the so-ealled precision grip between the 
thumb and the distal finger pads made 
possible by the opposable thumbs. 

Supposedly, when hominidae (great 
apes ineluding humans) aequired an 
ereet bipedal posture, this evolution is 
assumed to have freed the hands from 
loeomotion and paved the way for the 
preeision and range of motion in mod¬ 
ern human hands (Sehmidt and Lanz, 
2004, p. 105). No detail is provided of 
how all this evolutionary development 
eould have oeeurred. Thus, it is aetually 
nothing more than a ''just-so” story. 

Toeheri et al. (2008, p. 558) eon- 
eluded only that 'Turrent fossil evidenee 
does ... provide some interesting elues” 
about human hand evolution. They note 
that the fossil reeord does not doeument 
human hand evolution, noting ''there 
is no question that additional fossil and 
eomparative evidenee is needed to more 
fully reeonstruet the evolutionary history 
of the hominin hand” (Toeheri et ah, 
2008, p. 558). Their tentative summary 
on the eurrent theory states that the 
"presenee of some derived eharaeteris- 
ties in earlier hominins suggest that the 
evolution of the hominin hand, from the 


origin of the hominin elade to the pres¬ 
ent, has probably proeeeded in a mosaie 
fashion” (Toeheri et ah, 2008, p. 558). 
Use of the term "mosaie” is merely an 
attempt to explain the faet that the fossil 
reeord does not support their theory of 
hand evolution. 

Hand-Brain Unit 

The unique anatomieal features of the 
human hand inelude a long, opposable 
thumb and fingers that ean be eontrolled 
individually by the brain to a higher 
degree than that existing in any other 
animal. 

Another major problem for Darwin¬ 
ism is the faet that the evolution of the 
human hand requires major ehanges, 
not only in the hand itself, but also in 
the nervous system and the brain. Also 
neeessary is a ehange in the reloeation 
of the eyes to the front of the faee, whieh 
allows the fine musele eoordination 
and stereoseopie vision required for 
eontrolled grasping and other hand 
funetions. The enormous eomplexity of 
brain eontrol of the hand is illustrated 
by the faet that hand 

movements are eontrolled by many 
distinet regions of the brain. Com¬ 
ponent movements are subjeet to 
immediate eortieal eontrol, whereas 
subeortieal areas (basal ganglia) reg¬ 
ulate the patterns of aetivity of entire 
groups of museles. The motor fune¬ 
tions of the hand are represented in 
the motor eortex (Brodmann's area 
4), supplementary motor eortex, and 
premotor eortex (area 6). Neurons 
of area 4, whieh reeeive afferent 
fibers from the eerebellum [are 
also important] (Sehmidt and Lanz, 
2004, p. 2). 

The hands of other primates are 
anatomieally similar to humans. For 
this reason the higher level of human 
hand dexterity eannot be explained 
solely by anatomieal faetors. The brain 
is the main souree of differentiated tae- 
tile sensations —and a preeise working 
organ enabling humans to make hand 


gestures —an expression of our personal¬ 
ity often ealled talking with our hands 
(Putz and Tuppek, 1999, p. 357). The 
brain eontrol of the human opposable 
thumb design makes possible both the 
grasping or power grip and the preeision 
grip between the thumb and the distal 
finger pads. 

Primate to Human 

Analyses of the features unique to the 
modern human hand have shown that 
they were designed to deal, not only 
with the requirements assoeiated with 
the effeetive use of tools, but also with 
the ability to aehieve tasks far beyond 
this. For example, as noted, the hand is 
an expression of the brain, a direet tool 
of our eonseiousness, and our gestures 
are direet, outward expressions of our 
personality (Putz and Tuppek, 1999, p. 
357). It is a main souree of differentiated 
taetile sensations as well as a preeise 
working organ. 

Evolutionists hypothesize that 
around three million years ago early 
hominidae (aneestor of both the great 
apes and humans) evolved an ereet, 
bipedal posture that freed the hands 
from the loeomotion requirement and 
paved the way for the evolution of the 
preeision and range of motion existing 
today in human hands (Sehmidt and 
Lanz, 2004. p. 105). Unfortunately, the 
hand's supposed evolution does not 
follow a eontinuous pattern, a faet par- 
tieularly evident when eonsidering the 
development of the thumb design (Putz 
and Tuppek, 1999, p. 357). 

The putative primitive features in 
the human hand inelude pentadaetyly 
(having five fingers), the hairless skin of 
the palm and fingers, and the os centrale, 
a strueture that exists in human embryos, 
prosimians, and apes but not modern 
adult hands. Evolutionists elaim that 
the human hand proportions are slightly 
plesiomorphie, meaning they represent 
a primitive state of evolution relative to 
another organism, and thus are shared 
by many extant primate speeies. 
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Other anatomists note that the 
elongated thumbs and short human 
hands more closely resemble the hand 
proportions of Miocene apes than those 
of extant primates (Almecija, 2009). 
From this fact some evolutionists have 
concluded that humans could not have 
evolved from knuckle-walking apes 
(Kivella and Schmitt, 2009). Rather, 
they reason that chimpanzees and goril¬ 
las must have independently acquired 
their elongated metacarpals as part of 
the adaptation required to achieve their 
mode of locomotion (Lovejoy et ah, 
2009). Nonetheless, Zimmer (2012, p. 
102) claims that there exists 

a great diversity of hands in living 
speeies, from dolphin flippers to 
eagle wings to the hanging hooks 
of sloths. By stndying these living 
hands, seientists are beginning to 
nnderstand the moleenlar ehanges 
that led to sneh dramatie variations — 
and to nnderstand that despite the 
ontward differenees, all hands start 
ont in mneh the same way. There is a 
network of many genes that bnilds a 
hand, and all hands are bnilt by vari¬ 
ations on that same network. Some 
senlpt the wrist; others lengthen the 
fingers. It takes only snbtle shifts in 
these genes to make fingers longer, 
to make some of them disappear, to 
tnrn nails into elaws. 

Several primitive hand features 
speculated to be present in the postu¬ 
lated chimpanzee-human last common 
ancestor, but absent in modern humans, 
are believed by evolutionists to exist in 
the hands of Australopithecus, Paran- 
thropus, and Homo floresiensis. This 
suggests to evolutionists that the changes 
in modern humans and Neanderthals 
did not evolve until after the appearance 
of the earliest Acheulian stone tools and 
that these changes are associated with 
tool-related tasks beyond those observed 
in other hominines (Tocheri et ah, 2008). 
The Ardipithecus ramidus thumbs are 
like those on humans, but the palms of 
other extant higher primates are elon¬ 


gated to the extent that it is assumed 
some of the thumb's original function 
was lost in arboreal primates such as 
spider monkeys. 

Functional analyses of the features 
unique to the human hand have shown 
that their features are consistent with 
the requirements associated with the 
effective use of Paleolithic stone tools, 
clear evidence that so-called Paleolithic 
people were modern humans (Marzke, 
2012). Zimmer (2012, p. 98) again noted 
that the human 

hand is so remarkable that the great 
Seottish surgeon Sir Charles Bell 
wrote an entire book in 1833 prais¬ 
ing it. The Hand: Its Mechanism 
and Vital Endowments, as Evincing 
Design. At the time, the notion that 
life evolved was beginning to eireu- 
late, but Bell thought a elose look 
at the human hand would dispel 
sneh silly talk. 'It presents the last 
and best proof of that prineiple of 
adaptation, whieh evinees design in 
the ereation,'' he wrote. 

In an attempt to refute creationist 
reasoning, Zimmer's main argument is 
that the design theory does not explain 
why other species have hands too. 

No one would doubt that the five 
fingers at the end of an orangutan's 
arm are anything else. In other eases 
we have to look eloser. A bafs wings 
may look like sheets of skin. But 
underneath, a bat has the same five 
fingers as an orangutan or a human, 
as well as a wrist eonneeted to the 
same eluster of wrist bones eonneet¬ 
ed to the same long bones of the arm. 
When Charles Darwin wrote Origin 
of Species, he singled out this odd 
eoineidenee. "What ean be more 
eurious," he asked, "than that the 
hand of a man, formed for grasping, 
that of a mole for digging, the leg of 
the horse, the paddle of the porpoise, 
and the wing of the bat, should all 
be eonstrueted on the same pattern?" 
For Darwin, there was a straightfor¬ 
ward answer: We are eousins to bats 


and to all other animals with hands, 
and we all inherited our hands from 
a eommon aneestor (Zimmer, 2012, 
pp. 98, 102). 

A more straightforward explanation 
is that the pentadactyl skeletal design 
is versatile and an efficient design not 
only for hands but also for flippers, bat 
wings, and penguin paddles. There is no 
logical reason to believe a creator would 
limit an efficient design to a single cre¬ 
ation. Instead of assuming these designs 
are inferior and claiming they support 
evolution, critics should postulate an 
improved skeletal design for flippers, 
bat wings, and penguin paddles, and 
then document that their new design 
is superior. 

Additional Challenges 

The latest theory for the evolution of 
the unique human hand design is that 
such design allows clenching the fingers 
in manner so as to create an effective 
bludgeon to use as a punishing weapon 
(Morgan and Carrier, 2013). This sup¬ 
posedly allows humans to be more fit for 
survival than other primates (Wayman, 
2013). The researchers note that the 
human hand configuration allows for 
the formation of a fist that, as any boxer 
knows, can produce a powerful blow 
with little damage to the hand. Knight 
(2013, p. i) found that 

modern chimpanzees have long 
palms and fingers with a short thnmb, 
while the hnman palm and fingers 
are mneh shorter and the thnmb 
longer and stronger.... This sqnat 
arrangement allows ns to clench onr 
hand into a fist when we fold the 
thnmb across the fingertips; however, 
chimp fingers form an open dongh- 
nnt shape when cnrled.... The 
tightly packed hnman fist provide [s] 
internal snpport—bnttressing —to 
the digits to protect them from dam¬ 
age dnring combat. 

The study found that the presence 
of the buttressing thumb doubled the 
delivered force by transmitting it to the 
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wrist through the metaearpals (palm 
bones) of the thumb and the index finger 
(Knighfi 2013). This theory appears to be 
a desperate attempt to explain the design 
of the hand in view of the failure of all 
other attempts to explain it by evolution. 

Design of the human hand is re¬ 
garded as a major reason for human su¬ 
periority eompared to all other animals, 
yet its design is found nowhere else in 
the animal kingdom. In view of its supe¬ 
riority, why has no other animal evolved 
a similar design? Some primates have a 
design that is similar, so it would appear 
that evolutionary seleetion would have 
favored any movement toward this de¬ 
sign. Yet, this evolutionary development 
has not happened, and the fossil reeord 
reveals no evidenee of any movement 
toward the human hand. 

Summary 

A major problem for evolution is that 
the human hand is irredueibly eomplex, 
requiring a number of anatomieal and 
neurologieal features/systems simultane¬ 
ously. This ineludes the eoneurrent evo¬ 
lution of a eomplex assembly of bones, 
museles, tendons, blood vessels, skin, 
and ligaments. In addition, this ineludes 
the evolution of required hardware and 
software (namely the brain and nervous 
system) in order to funetion. Unless, and 
until, all of the basie parts are in plaee, 
it will not funetion. This is true not only 
of hands but also of fins and paddles 
found in other life-forms. Furthermore, 
as Sehmidt and Lanz (2004, p. 1) sum¬ 
marized, 

the human hand is far more than 
merely a grasping meehanism. It 
is a highly developed, extremely 
adaptable tool ... a highly sensitive 
organ of toueh. For blind persons, 
it ean partially eompensate for loss 
of eyesight. Its eapaeity for gestures 
makes it an important element in 


interpersonal eommunieation. In 
writing, musie, and art, it aets as a 
means of expression for the human 
mind. Preeise eerebral eontrol of the 
hand’s movements permit a wide 
range of eomposite motions that may 
be exeeuted with strength, speed, or 
preeision as required by the speeifie 
situation. A salient eharaeteristie of 
the human hand is its opposable 
thumb. The mobility and strength of 
this strueture are erueial to ensuring 
a fully funetional hand. 

Indeed, the ''human hand is a finely 
tuned pieee of equipment that is eapable 
of remarkable dexterity: ereating art, per¬ 
forming musie and manipulating tools” 
(Knight, 2013, p. i). 
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Creation and the 
Fate of the Universe 

Danny R. Faulkner and Robert Hiir 


Abstract 


W e examine two biblieal positions that reeent ereationists have 
taken eoneerning the ultimate fate of the universe. Some believe 
the destruetion of the heavens spoken of in 2 Peter 3 refers to the atmo- 
spherie heaven only. Another possibility is that the astronomieal and 
eosmie heavens will share in this destruetion. We respeetfully disagree 
with those who hold to the former position. Those who think that the 
astronomieal heavens will not be destroyed believe that the stars will 
eontinue to exist forever. Though this amounts to a sort of eternality^ 
the stars are not fully eternal^ beeause they eame into existenee reeently 
in the past. 


Introduction 

While creationists long ago established 
the premises and considerable detail 
of the recent-creation model, very few 
creationists have written about the fu¬ 
ture of the universe. A few years ago we 
discovered that Hugh Ross (2001) had 
compiled a list of ten differences be¬ 
tween the teachings of recent creation¬ 
ists and day-age creationists. The fifth 
item on this list brought this shortage of 
creationary discussion about the future 
of the universe to our attention. The fifth 
point stated that recent creationists (or 
calendar-day creationists) believe the 


stars and the universe are eternal, while 
day-age creationists believe the stars and 
universe are not eternal. We, the authors 
of this paper, were uncertain of the basis 
for this claim, because we certainly do 
not believe in the eternality of the stars 
and the universe and we did not think 
such a belief was common among re¬ 
cent creationists. Therefore, one of us 
contacted Hugh Ross requesting support 
for his claim. 

We found Hugh Ross to be very 
helpful in providing further information, 
for which we are thankful. He asked to 
make three things plain in our discus¬ 


sion of this matter. First, Ross has not 
committed this list to print, because 
the points require explanation and 
qualifications for a general audience. 
Second, the comparisons are generaliza¬ 
tions only. Third, Ross recognizes that 
there are disagreements among recent 
(calendar-day) creationists on these 
points, just as there are disagreements 
among day-age proponents. Again, we 
wish to thank Ross for his cooperation 
in this matter. 

We found that some of the references 
from the creation literature that Ross 
offered did, at least when taken at face 
value, seem to support this claim. Most 
of these references were to the work of 
Henry M. Morris (e.g. Morris, 1997; 
Morris and Morris, 1999), perhaps the 
creationist who has published the most 
on the subject of the fate of the universe. 
Herein we offer a clarification of the is- 
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sues involved, as well as a suggestion of 
what we think is the proper biblieal view 
of the future of the universe. 

What Does Eternal mean? 

We must first taekle the meaning of the 
word ''eternal/' for the word has at least 
two eonnotations. One meaning is to 
have neither beginning nor end, while 
the other is to have a beginning but not 
an end. The eorreet biblieal view of 
God is that He alone is eternal in the 
first sense. Created things, sueh as the 
soul of man, ean be eternal only in the 
seeond sense. The Genesis ereation 
aeeount makes it very elear that God 
ereated matter in the beginning, and 
so matter, too, eannot be eternal in the 
first sense. That is, material things, sueh 
as stars and the universe, ean be eternal 
only in the sense that they may have a 
beginning but have no end. 

We do not hold this view, but ap¬ 
parently some ereationists do hold this 
position. However, we are eoneerned 
when people use the word "eternal" 
to deseribe this belief, beeause when 
astronomers and eosmologists speak of 
the eternality of the universe, they nearly 
always — if not always — mean a universe 
that has neither beginning nor end. 
Therefore, deseribing those ereationists 
who believe this universe will not end 
as believing in an eternal universe ean 
inadvertently assoeiate them with those 
who believe in a truly eternal universe, 
whieh has no beginning or end. People 
who believe in a truly eternal universe 
subseribe to the steady-state theory or 
some variation thereof and are nearly 
always atheists. 

Biblical Issues 

What does the Bible say about the fate 
of the universe? Psalm 102:25-26 states 
Of old hast thou laid the foundation 
of the earth: and the heavens are the 
work of thy hands. They shall perish, 
but thou shalt endure: yea, all of 


them shall wax old like a garment: 
as vesture shalt though ehange them, 
and they shall be ehanged. 

This passage eontrasts the faet that 
God is superior to His ereation in that 
He made everything in the world. Un¬ 
like Him, this ereation will grow old and 
wear out, but God will one day renew 
and ehange the ereation. Ineidentally, 
Hebrews 1:10-12 quotes this passage. 
Isaiah 51:6 eontinues in this vein. 

Lift up your eyes to the heavens, and 
look upon the earth beneath: for 
the heavens shall vanish away like 
smoke, and the earth shall wax old 
like a garment, and they that dwell 
therein shall die in like manner: but 
my salvation shall be for ever, and my 
righteousness shall not be abolished. 

In Matthew 24:35, Jesus said, "Heav¬ 
en and earth shall pass away, but my 
words shall not pass away." 

Isaiah 34:4 too speaks of the end 
of the ereation, but it indieates a more 
violent end to the world. 

And all the host of heaven shall be 
dissolved, and the heavens shall be 
rolled together as a seroll: and all 
their host shall fall down, as the leaf 
falleth off from the vine, and as a 
falling fig from the fig tree. 

In his seeond epistle, the apostle 
Peter eehoed these words. Consider II 
Peter 3:10: 

But the day of the Lord will eome 
as a thief in the night; in the whieh 
the heavens shall pass away with a 
great noise, and the elements shall 
melt with fervent heat, the earth also 
and the works that are therein shall 
be burned up. 

The apostle John wrote in Revela¬ 
tion 20:11, 

And I saw a great white throne, and 
him that sat on it, from whose faee 
the earth and the heaven fled away; 
and there was found no plaee for 
them. 

After the destruetion of this world, 
there will be a new world to take its 
plaee. Isaiah 65:17 reads. 


For, behold, I ereate new heavens 
and a new earth: and the former 
shall not be remembered, nor eome 
into mind. 

Aeeording to Isaiah 66:22, this new 
world will eontinue into perpetuity: 

For as the new heavens and the 
new earth, whieh I will make, shall 
remain before me, saith the Lord, 
so shall your seed and your name 
remain. 

The promise of the new heaven and 
earth is repeated in the New Testament. 
Seeond Peter 3:13 says. 

Nevertheless we, aeeording to his 
promise, look for new heavens and 
a new earth, wherein dwelleth righ¬ 
teousness. 

In Revelation 21:1 the apostle John 
wrote. 

And I saw a new heaven and a new 
earth: for the first heaven and the first 
earth were passed away; and there 
was no more sea. 

These passages make it very elear 
that God will destroy the eurrent heav¬ 
ens and earth, but God will also replaee 
them with new heavens and a new earth. 
Thus, the present eosmology is not 
eternal. Why, then, do some ereationists 
elaim that some of the eurrent ereation 
will persist and exist into perpetuity? 
One psalm seems to eontradiet the end 
of this eosmos. Psalm 148 is a song of 
praise to the Lord. Its first six verses read. 
Praise ye the Lord. Praise ye the 
Lord from the heavens: praise him 
in the heights. Praise ye him, all his 
angels: praise ye him, all his hosts. 
Praise ye him, sun and moon: praise 
him, all ye stars of light. Praise him, 
ye heavens of heavens, and ye waters 
that be above the heavens. Let them 
praise the name of the Lord: for he 
eommanded, and they were ereated. 
He hath also established them for 
ever and ever: he hath made a deeree 
whieh shall not pass. 

The words in the final verse pro- 
elaim that they—the things previously 
mentioned —were established by God 
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forever and ever. On its face, this verse 
would seem to suggest that since the sun, 
moon, and stars are on this list, they must 
be eternal in the sense that they will have 
no end. How can one reconcile this pas¬ 
sage with the ones previously discussed 
here? There are several possible answers. 
One must realize that the Psalms, being 
a poetic book, contains some hyperbole 
and figures of speech. For instance, the 
psalmist could directly observe that the 
heavens don't change as far as he could 
tell. The unchanging nature of the sky 
would then be a symbol for the immu¬ 
tability of God Himself. It is unwise to 
base a conclusion solely upon a psalm, 
especially when that conclusion appears 
to contradict other, very clear biblical 
statements found in nonpoetic books. 

Some claim one other passage, Dan¬ 
iel 12:3, to support the eternality of the 
stars. That verse reads. 

And they that be wise shall shine as 
the brightness of the firmament; and 
they that tnrn many to righteonsness 
as the stars for ever and ever. 

However, care must be taken in 
probing the meaning of this verse. This 
is a poetic passage: shining like the 
firmament of the stars clearly is an anal¬ 
ogy, not a physical event. What property 
or properties will the wise share with 
the stars? Obviously, the metaphorical 
comparison to stars shining is intended, 
but does this comparison extend to eter- 
nality? We know that God's redeemed 
people will live forever, but that does 
not necessarily mean that stars will also. 
Thus, this passage's reference to 'Tor ever 
and ever" may exclusively refer to the 
wise, not to the stars. We can illustrate 
this meaning if we were to delete the 
two similes from Daniel 12:3 and read, 
"And they that be wise shall shine; and 
they that turn many to righteousness for 
ever and ever." Notice that the emphasis 
clearly is upon the wise, not the stars. We 
do know that there will be new heavens 
and a new earth (2 Peter 3:13), and there 
is no reason why the new heavens will 
not include stars; but, as many of us 


believe, the destruction of the heavens 
refers to the astronomical heavens, so 
God must re-create those new stars. 

If all that remains to support the 
eternality of the stars is Psalm 148:6, we 
cannot entirely dismiss the verse, but 
we must look for another meaning that 
agrees with the clear, nonpoetic passages. 
Notice that Psalm 148 also refers to the 
waters above the heavens. If this refers to 
some sort of vapor canopy that no longer 
exists, as many creationists (and certainly 
Morris) believe, then how can we ex¬ 
plain the inconsistency of the nonexis¬ 
tent waters above being forever and ever? 
Perhaps what is eternal in this passage 
is God's decree concerning the original 
creation. However, the introduction of 
sin into the world has frustrated that 
decree, at least temporarily. One could 
say that the new creation will take the 
place of this cursed creation so that in a 
sense the creation will continue forever. 

The word "heaven" can have several 
meanings. The three most common 
meanings are the atmospheric heaven, 
the astronomical heaven, and heaven 
as the abode of God. Some, including 
Morris (1997, p. 79), have suggested 
that the destruction of the heavens 
refers only to the atmospheric heaven. 
That is, the stars, not being part of the 
atmospheric heaven, will not pass away. 
This solves the problem with Psalm 148 
but introduces another problem. Based 
on Romans 8:20-22, recent creationists 
generally agree that the entire creation 
is subject to the curse. If this is true and 
if the entire creation must be purified 
of the effects of sin by destruction and 
re-creation, then this process must ap¬ 
ply to all of creation. It is inconsistent 
to claim that the entire universe was 
affected by the sin of Adam but that 
the stain of sin will be removed by the 
destruction and restoration of the earth 
and its atmosphere alone. Therefore, 
we suggest that the entire universe will 
partake in this destruction. 

How did Morris come to his conclu¬ 
sion on the eternality of stars? Prior to 


Morris, Lucas A. Reed (1919) reached 
the same conclusion using similar argu¬ 
ments that Morris used. Morris was an 
avid reader, and while developing his 
ideas in his youth, he read many other 
authors who were committed to six-day, 
recent creation. For instance, a large 
influence in developing Morris's flood 
geology was George McGready Price. 
Both Price and Reed were Seventh-day 
Adventists, and a century ago Seventh- 
day Adventists were among the few who 
still maintained scientific arguments for 
six-day, recent creation. We cannot be 
certain, but it is likely that Morris read 
Reed's book, though he clearly rejected 
some other teachings of Reed. 

_ Conclusion _ 

Just what does it mean that the heaven 
and the earth will pass away? There are 
two basic schools of thought on this. 
One possibility is that God will truly 
destroy this universe. That is, the matter 
of the cosmos will be annihilated, fol¬ 
lowed by a new creation of matter and 
the new heaven and new earth. The 
other possibility is that the matter of this 
universe will survive, but that God will 
completely rework matter so that it is a 
new creation. With the limited biblical 
information that we have, one cannot 
be dogmatic on this question. We prefer 
the option that God will destroy the 
matter of the cosmos and completely 
re-create the universe. Stewart Guster 
(1977, p. 174) also promoted this view 
when he wrote, "There will be an atomic 
reorganization of all the universe (II 
Peter 3:10)." 

DeYoung (1989, pp. I33-I34) also 
indicated the temporary state of the 
present-day stars because of the curse. 
However, DeYoung did state that stars 
will be permanent in the eternal state. 
Furthermore, he noted that more re¬ 
search is needed on the relationship of 
the curse to the end and entropy. 

One of us contacted Henry Morris 
about his teaching on the eternality of 
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the universe. Besides his very rapid and 
eourteous private letter, he also quiekly 
elarified his position with a publie re¬ 
sponse (Morris, 2004). There he elearly 
stated that the universe has not always 
existed. He further stated that the earth 
and its atmosphere will be destroyed 
before they are ereated anew. However, 
he also reiterated his position that the 
rest of the universe will not end. 

We respeetfully disagree with him on 
this latter point. We eonelude that stars 
and the universe, as it now exists, will 
not exist eternally in any literal sense. 
Instead, this eosmos will end, and God 
will replaee the eosmos with a new ere- 
ation. Whether in this destruetion and 
re-ereation matter is preserved is a matter 
of eonjeeture with no firm indieation 


in Seripture. We believe the eurrent 
strueture of the universe will not survive, 
and we have no elear indieation of how 
different from this eosmos the future 
one will be. In any regard, we believe 
the proper reeent-ereation view is that 
the stars and the universe are not eternal. 

We make these statements out of 
no disrespeet for the late Henry Morris. 
To the eontrary, both of us hold him 
in the highest regard, and we had the 
pleasure of personally knowing him. He 
was a very gentle man all the while he 
eontended for the truth. Not only did he 
teaeh us many things through his writ¬ 
ings, but he also led by good example. 
If we ever were to write a tenth of what 
he wrote and get a tenth of what he got 
right, we would be truly blessed. 
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Variable Speed-of-liBlit Theories 


LsttSPS to the Editor 


Dear Editor, 

Something Fd like to see in the Quar¬ 
terly is a discussion of variable speed- 
of-light theories (VSL), such as the 
type started in 1999 by the author, Dr. 
Joao Magueijo (2003). Cosmology and 
astrophysics seems to be a small world 
of people. Magueijo's PhD advisor and 
coauthor Albrecht held a conference 
at Cambridge in 1999, the year their 
paper was published, and names still 
in cosmology today showed up there. 
You can see the conference recorded 
at http://ned.ipac.caltech.edu/level5/ 
Albrecht/Alb_contents.html (accessed 
April 19, 2013), and see Magueijo 
referenced as #22 at http://ned.ipac. 
caltech.edu/level5/Albrecht/Alb_refer¬ 


ences.html (accessed April 19, 2013). 
A start in seeing current VSL thought 
is Magueijo's 2008 defense (Magueijo 
and Moffat, 2008). Just going by the 
book, Magueijo's theory is almost totally 
math —going by his 2008 defense of 
VSL, he was still leaning on only one 
empirical work done by others, the 
same experiment he referenced in his 
1999 published paper. VSL seems to be 
all about the first 10^-30 seconds after 
the big bang, and he has one more mea¬ 
surement to support him than Dr. Alan 
Cuth's zero measurements of any kind 
for inflation theory. This side of that first 
time span, Magueijo is constant c except 
for anomalies like VSL wormholes or the 


like. Not being a physicist, I see glimpses 
of young-universe implications in the 
book and in the 2008 paper. I would like 
a scientist to take a look at it. 

Chuck Glatt 
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Giants of the Past 

Editor, 

I was reading a review of Joe Taylor's 
book, Giants Against Evolution, and 
two things oeeurred to me. First, I find 
myself many times notieing a pattern 
in ereationist literature and I begin to 
build a bigger pieture of an historieal 
event or seenario in my mind, and if I 
wait long enough someone will eonneet 
the dots and that larger pieture I see will 
appear in a ereation journal or book. 
For instanee, Fve read eountless artieles 
over the years deseribing animals or 
inseets in the past as being mueh larger. 
Fve read that dragon flies used to have 
six-foot wingspans or how elephants are 
aneestors of the larger mammoths and 
big eats (lions and tigers) are deseended 
from the larger saber-toothed tiger; and 
there is plenty of evidenee that this is 
the ease with humans too: they too were 
larger in the past. 

It seems that everything living today 
had a mueh larger relative in the past, 
and a real evolutionary ehart should 
have a timeline of some ereature progres¬ 
sively getting larger and then a sudden 
drop in size at the end of the progression, 
for what we see today is that all things 
have the exaet same drop in size at the 
end of their evolutionary progression. 
The question to an evolutionist would 
then be, 'Why the drop in size for every 
living ereature on the planet and none 
that show a eonstant inerease in size 
progression?" My further eomment 
would be, "It seems if we take away the 
first part of the evolutionary ehart of 
the hypothetieal advaneing stages and 
only use what is truly known in the fos¬ 
sil reeord —larger in past and smaller 
today—then this would fit the Creation- 
Fall seenario better." 

So I was glad that this book by Joe 
Taylor was written; but in reading a re- 
eent review of the book, I was dismayed 
to see that the author apparently favors 
the fallen-angels-mating-with-humans 
seenario for the eause of giant humans 


in the past. This is one belief that I wish 
would die and stop rearing its ugly head 
in seienee journals and ehureh podiums. 

When any artiele begins to try to 
deseribe who the giants were or who 
the "sons of god" in Genesis were, 
there usually are two or three theories 
deseribed. In reality, there are a few 
more, ineluding aliens from spaee, 
righteous deseendents versus evil de- 
seendents, demon-possessed humans, 
evil-influeneed humans, and another 
I will deseribe below that seems to be 
the best answer. I think the part about 
people being demon possessed and 
people doing evil by demonie influenee 
and what the real differenee between the 
two is should be explored more. 

There sometimes is a problem 
within seienee (ereationist) literature, 
the ehureh, and the study halls of Chris¬ 
tianity, in that, I find those who study 
theology should be eareful about mak¬ 
ing seienee faet elaims and those who 
study seienee should be eareful about 
making theologieal faet elaims. Then 
we have pastors who take the wrong 
thinking from both of those diseiplines 
and preaeh it in the ehurehes, and then 
Christians have wrong or bad informa¬ 
tion. For example, in theologieal litera¬ 
ture, we will read seienee elaims for the 
Bible that are not in the Bible. The view 
that it never rained before the Flood of 
Noah's time is most likely false, just as 
the elaims that the rainbow was ereated 
after Noah's Flood and that the earth 
is billions of years old are false. There 
are many more examples, but Creation 
seientists reading this or hearing these 
elaims in the pulpits eringe, knowing 
bad information is being given to eon- 
gregations. Theologians/apologists like 
James Warwiek Montgomery and Wayne 
Grudem, who publish textbooks used 
in many Christian eolleges, state the 
Earth is billions of years old, using bad 
or outdated seienee even for their time; 
they seem eonfused by the seienee, but 


they still make seienee elaims that infil¬ 
trate the ehureh. We then have people 
like James Dobson, Ravi Zaeharias, and 
Norman Geisler, who eontinue the be¬ 
lief that the Earth is billions of years old 
based on theologians' writings in those 
textbooks. I have eontaeted these men 
and asked if they've ever read anything 
by Russell Humphreys, John Hartnett, 
or Danny Faulkner, and they all say no. 
They base their seienee beliefs about the 
age of the Earth, not on seientists but 
on theologians making seienee elaims. 
One even stated he based his belief in 
an old age of the universe on an atheist 
beeause that person "doesn't have an 
axe to grind." 

On the other hand, sometimes there 
are seientists making theologieal elaims 
and getting it wrong too. In partieular is 
the belief that angels mated with humans 
to ereate giant humans. If the seientists 
read the theologians, the majority of 
them believe that the "sons of god" were 
followers of God (humans) who ehose to 
be unequally yoked to nonbelievers, and 
then those offspring ehose not to follow 
God. This is the running theme through¬ 
out the entire Bible: If you beeome un¬ 
equally yoked, you most likely will have 
offspring that does not follow God. The 
verse in the Bible that states "in those 
days there were giants in the land" was a 
statement about the normal eondition of 
the people and not the exeeption about 
people at that time. The biblieal experts 
would say "sons of God" eouldn't be 
fallen angels beeause that deseription 
would never be assigned to demons. 
Jesus would tell people behaving badly 
that they were of their father, the devil; 
so if these were fallen angels, I think the 
deseription would be "sons of Satan." 

The reviewer of the book informed 
me in private email that the author 
indieates that the larger animals/inseets 
were just ereated that way by God at 
Creation, whereas humans beeame 
large beeause of the mating of "fallen 
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angels” and humans. I would ask Mr. 
Taylor, ''If fallen angels mating with 
humans were the reason for giant hu¬ 
mans, then are we to believe there's 
fallen angelic beings that mated with 
elephants that made them mammoths or 
angelic beings that mated with dragon¬ 
flies that made them larger?” Shouldn't 
we also assign angelic sexual mating 
as the cause of giants of all creatures 
in the past? If not, then why believe that 
only for humans? 

To flnish up, let's look at this logic 
scenario. Let's say we ask someone. 


"What makes a motorcycle go?” Answer: 
"Engine fuel.” Question: "What makes a 
car go?” Answer: "Engine Enel.” Ques¬ 
tion: "What makes a tractor go?” Answer: 
"Engine fuel.” Question: "What makes 
an airplane fly?” Answer: "Pixie dust!” 
Where is the consistency? 

And now with Giants in the past 
... Question: "Why were cats bigger in 
the past?” Answer: "Purer genes, fewer 
bad mutations.” Question: "Why were 
sharks larger in the past?” Answer: "Purer 
genes, fewer bad mutations.” Question: 
"Why were insects larger in the past?” 


Answer: "Purer genes, fewer bad muta¬ 
tions.” Question: "Why were humans 
larger in the past?” Answer: "Demons 
mated with females.” Where is the con¬ 
sistency here? 

I think it is amazing that some scien¬ 
tists And it hard to believe that human 
size and age superiority in the past was 
because of better genetics, but rather 
they believe it was the mating of fallen 
angels with humans. 

Jeffrey Wilson 
Palmetto, FL 
jwilso73@tampabay.rr.com 
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Quantum Physics—A Perso nal View 


Editor, 

The only view of quantum physies that 
gives faetual results every time you ask it 
something is the Copenhagen view. This 
was developed by Niels Bohr and others. 

The state of nature is in two or more 
states at the same time. Proof of this 
eame in 2010 when work was earried out 
on a mieroseopie eantilever made of alu¬ 
minium nitride, whieh showed it eould 
simultaneously be made still and vibrat¬ 
ing (Ananthaswamy, 2010). This is equal 
to the famous ease of SehrodingePs eat, 
where the eat is in two states, one dead 
and one alive. It is the observer who, just 
by looking, eauses the system to be in 
one state or the other. Throughout his 
book, Paul Davies (1988) pointed out 
that in the ease of maero objeets, sueh as 
a football, the differenee between look¬ 
ing at it or not is infinitesimal. 

The Copenhagen view earries with 
it aetion at a distanee. This is where 
partieles eoming from a eommon origin 
are linked together no matter how far 


apart they beeome. The ''many worlds” 
view of the universe, where we ereate 
other universes by making ehoiees in our 
own world, would split the worlds into 
billions of universes (Rae, 1994, p. 82). 
However, the many worlds view does not 
possess this feature. 

The ultimate idea of the Copen¬ 
hagen view is that there would have 
to be an observer outside the universe 
(Kaku, 2008, p. 246) in order to make 
the quantum system aet the way it does 
in the Copenhagen view. The observer, 
for me, would be Cod. However, a won¬ 
derful experiment earried out by the late 
Leonard Mandel showed that the mere 
threat of the observer knowing what 
the Copenhagen view is going to do is 
enough to make the system aet the way 
it does (Ruthen, 1991, pp. 17, 18). This 
would still need an observer outside the 
universe to produee nonobservational 
reaetion by the quantum system. The 
Copenhagen view fits Cod into the 
pieture quite nieely. 
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On the Caution about the 3 60-Dav Year 


Editor, 

In his paper, “Was the Year Onee 
360 Days Long?” (Faulkner, 2012, 
pp. 100-108), ereationist astronomer 
Danny Faulkner rejeets that the earth 
was ereated with a 360-day year. The 
paper begins, “There is a belief among 
many reeent ereationists that the year 
onee had 360 days and that the month 
was 30 days long.” This paper does 
not mention any proponents or Walt 
Brown's hydroplate theory. Dr. Brown 
is the only leading ereationist who 
presents historieal and biblieal evidenee 
that the earth's year was originally 360 
days and whose Flood model provides a 
meehanism for speeding up the earth's 
rotation. (The same meehanism, if true, 
also explains how the moon's orbit was 
slowed down.) 

Dr. Faulkner also reeently authored 
“An Analysis of Astronomieal Aspeets 
of the Hydroplate Theory” (Faulkner, 
2013, pp. 197-210). Thatartiele did not 
deal with Dr. Brown's elaims about the 
adding of five days to the year or of the 
slowing of the moon's orbit. 

In his ealendar paper. Dr. Faulkner 
never denies that (astronomieally astute) 
aneient eultures used a 360-day ealendar 
and his argument is that a 360-day year, 
ineluding in the Bible, is a rounding eon- 
vention. Outlining Dr. Faulkner's paper: 

• The first third defines many astro¬ 
nomieal terms and is at best neutral 
(see below) regarding the matter. 

• Biblieally, the paper argues for 360 
as a rounding eonvention. 

• Historieally, aside from minor elari- 
fieations, the paper never denies 
that aneient man used a 360-day 
ealendar. 

• Regarding the hydroplate theory's 
physieal meehanism for ehanging 
the earth/moon orbital measure¬ 
ments, surprisingly, the paper says 
nothing. Instead it says: 

Ultimately, one must ehange both 
the length of the month and alter 


the number of days in a year. It is 
possible to do this several ways, so 
it is diffieult to eritieize the exaet 
meehanism that might be employed 
(until someone aetually suggests 
sueh a meehanism). If and when 
sueh a model is proposed, then it 
may be possible to assess whether this 
is a physieal possibility that does not 
require too mueh energy (Faulkner, 
2012, p. 107). 

Dr. Brown's popular theory (Brown, 
2008) proposes exaetly sueh a meeha¬ 
nism. It is true that Walt's 300-page 
hydroplate theory (HT) has not been 
peer-reviewed, yet Dr. Faulkner had just 
addressed Dr. Brown's theory at length in 
his previously aeeepted paper. It appears 
that Dr. Faulkner was limiting his eon- 
sideration to his own field, looking for 
what he aeknowledges would have to be 
an unrealistie astronomical meehanism, 
whereas a terrestrial meehanism is the 
one that has been proposed. 

Hydroplate Theory Mechanism 
for Changing the Caiendar 

When the fountains of the great 
deep broke open (produeing the 
globe-eneireling mid-oeeanie ridge), 
ejeeted roek and water severely era- 
tered the moon, espeeially on what 
is now the near side, and espeeially 
when it was moving ''retrograde. 
(That severe eratering, sometimes 
ealled the Late Heavy Bombard¬ 
ment, is not seen on Earth beeause 
our planet was the souree of the 
projeetiles, and those falling baek to 
Earth erashed into Floodwaters eov- 
ering sedimentary layers that were 
still being formed.) The fountains 
breaking forth also launehed roeks 
and water that gravity later merged 
to beeome eomets and asteroids, and 
they melted mueh of the inner Earth 
as the Atlantie floor rose and the Pa- 
eifie sunk. The melting redueed the 
earth's volume, with gravitational 


settling 
redueing 
the earth's 
rotational 
moment 
of iner¬ 
tia, and 
like a fig¬ 
ure skater 
eonserving 
angular 
m o m e n - 
turn, as it 
shrunk, the 
earth ro¬ 
tated more 
quiekly. 

In h is other 
paper that did address the HT, Dr. 
Faulkner wrote, “It is left to others to 
judge the merits of the geologieal argu¬ 
ments of the hydroplate theory” (2013, p. 
197). Thus Dr. Faulkner, an astronomer, 
overlooked the terrestrial meehanism 
of inner Earth melting to inerease the 
earth's spin rate. Of eourse, the Flood 
did not split itself up into our aeademie 
speeialties like astronomy, engineering, 
and geophysies. 

Introduction 

“J propose here a very simple model of 
how [the year could have changed] and 
I show that the energy involved is unreal¬ 
istically high'' (Faulkner, 2012, p. 100). 
The aetual proposed HT meehanism 
is based on the law of the eonservation 
of angular momentum. While Dr. 
Faulkner's proposed meehanism, he 
admits, is unrealistie. Dr. Brown points 
to melting in the inner Earth, whieh is 
likely, as diseussed below, not a result 
of the perfeet Creation but a result of 
judgment. 

The paper's goals inelude evaluat¬ 
ing “the time at whieh the bases for 
ealendars allegedly ehanged” (Faulkner, 
2012, p. 100). This seems only indireetly 
related to the topie. The more relevant 
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question is: Did the aneient world use a 
360-day ealendar? As widely diseussed, 
intense soeial inertia eaused soeieties 
to retain unworkable ealendars. But 
what would have eaused sophistieated 
eultures to adopt a 360-day ealendar in 
the first plaee? 

The new ereation book, The Genius 
of Ancient Man, eelebrates the brillianee 
and astute astronomieal insights of an¬ 
eient eivilizations, rejeeting “the evolu¬ 
tionary 'monkey to eaveman' paradigm” 
and stating that “all over the world there 
are similar findings of aneient religions 
... world travel, advaneed astronomy” 
(Landis, 2012, p. 5). “Starting at Babel, 
astronomy has almost always been eon- 
neeted to the aneient religions of the 
post-Flood world ... they were skilled 
in astronomieal studies ... They used 
the stars praetieally, for time-keeping 
and travel ... There are some astonish¬ 
ing examples ... Aeeurate eharts and 
perfeetly aligned monuments testify to 
eareful study of the night sky. There is 
even evidenee from many struetures to 
show that aneient man had the advaneed 
knowledge of astronomieal movements, 
ineluding the proeess of preeession ... 
many of their struetures are aligned 
with these movements in mind ... this 
preeession knowledge is found every¬ 
where [among] the aneient peoples” 
(Landis, 2012, pp. 47-49). Egyptian 
astronomers ealibrated their religious 
ealendar with the heliaeal rising of Sirius 
(Clagett, 1995, p. 2). Aneient Rome's 
Antikythera meehanism, with dozens 
of gears, traeked the sun, moon, and 
eonstellations. When the Mayans reeog- 
nized a 365-day year, Landis notes that 
they were able to ealeulate its aeeuraey 
to better than 365.242 days. This goes 
to a eoneern about the Faulkner paper. 
Landis laments that the ehureh has 
mostly ignored the reeords of aneient 
eivilizations, even though these are 
an evolutionist's “nightmare.” History 
severely eontradiets Darwin's grunting 
eaveman earieature. Dr. Landis's work 
is a benehmark, not regarding ealendars 


but in assessing the teehnology and 
sophistieation of aneient man, and Dr. 
Faulkner's paper highlights the need for 
a ereationist repository of authoritative 
information on aneient ealendars. For, 
if in different hemispheres astute aneient 
eivilizations used a 360-day ealendar, es- 
peeially eonsidering the diffieulties that 
imposed, that historieal evidenee would 
reinforee the most literal interpretation 
of the biblieal material. 

Definitions 

In his Definitions seetion (Faulkner, 
2012, pp. 100-102), Dr. Faulkner 
explains many terms toward helping 
the reader understand the diffieulty of 
understanding the ealendar and its his¬ 
tory. Faulkner defines the sidereal year, 
tropieal year, vernal equinox, eeliptie, 
eelestial equator, autumnal equinox, 
preeession, preeession of the equinoxes, 
anomalistie year, perihelion, perihelion 
preeession, sidereal month, synodie 
month, nodal month, the beginning 
of a month on the Hebrew ealendar, 
lunar ealendar, Islamie ealendar, the 
beginning of the year on aneient ealen¬ 
dars, interealary month, Metonie eyele, 
Babylonian ealendar, Jewish ealendar, 
Roman ealendar, leap days, 1582 Gre¬ 
gorian ealendar reform, eentury years, 
Hebrew ealendar, Jewish New Year, 
religious ealendar, day, solar day, and 
sidereal day. These many definitions 
are presented to help understand the 
history of mankind's extreme eonfusion 
in simply attempting to have a funetional 
ealendar. Worse than being neutral to¬ 
ward an original 360-day year (as shown 
below), this seetion unintentionally 
argues that something has gone horribly 
wrong sinee the original Creation, as 
evideneed by man's strained efforts to 
merely traek days, seasons, and years. 

“The years 1700, 1800, and 1900 
were leap years,” should read, “were 
noHeap years” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 102). 

The statement “1600 and 2000 were 
not” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 102), should 
read, ''were leap years.” The ealendar is 


truly so eonvoluted that even astrono¬ 
mers get eonfused. 

Dr. Faulkner implies that the “mis- 
mateh between lengths of ... months 
and years” might not be real but merely 
apparent (Faulkner, 2012, p. 102). 
This entire definitions seetion seems to 
baekfire, though, making it elear that 
the mismateh is not apparent but real. 
Removing the unhelpful words, “what 
appears to be,” however, seriously weak¬ 
ens the leading argument in the next 
Reasons seetion. 

Dr. Faulkner speaks of the “many ... 
ways that one eould reeoneile what ap¬ 
pears to be a mismateh between lengths 
of the days, months, and years, and ... 
there is not a single, uniquely satisfying 
way to do this’ (Faulkner, 2012, p. 102; 
emphasis added). This eontradiets a 
elaim Dr. Faulkner makes later and also 
goes to the biblieal evidenee in favor of 
an initial 360-day year. Dr. Faulkner 
dismisses, inexplieably, the argument 
that a 360-day year would provide for 
an easier-to-use ealendar. The night sky 
would thereby tell everyone around the 
world when eaeh month began. Young- 
earth ereationists frequently point out 
that old earthers overlook God's deserip- 
tion of the original ereation as “very 
good,” for the fossil reeord of extinetions 
show the geologie eolumn to be a result 
of the Fall and the Flood and eertainly 
NOT “very good.” Likewise, God's judg¬ 
ment at Babel eonfused tongues so that 
language was no longer the understand¬ 
able, eohesive, and unifying resouree for 
mankind that God had given to us in 
the beginning. Likewise, the Creation 
model would never prediet the extreme 
eonfusion regarding something as basie 
as a ealendar. What has gone awry? 

God's eyewitness aeeount: Dr. 
Faulkner's paper omits both the HT 
meehanism and also the primary biblieal 
evidenee, that is, the Genesis 1 verse that 
indieates an original ereation of good 
heavenly timekeepers: 

'Tet there be lights in the firmament 
of the heavens... and let them be for 
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signs and seasons, and for days and 
years’’ 

''And God saw that it was good.” 
Today, regarding the timekeeping of 
seasons, days, and years. Dr. Faulkner 
acknowledges that "there is not a satisfy¬ 
ing way to do this.” If biblical creationists 
attribute the extensive confusion inher¬ 
ent in the world's calendars to God's 
Creation itself, we then lose the high 
ground from which we criticize progres¬ 
sive creationists for attributing to the 
Creation all the dysfunction inherent 
in the fossil record. If God wanted to. 
He could create the solar system with 
a relationship between the sun, moon, 
and earth that would provide a simple, 
world-unifying calendar (the kind that 
ancient civilizations seemed determined 
to cling to). Thus, a glance at the moon 
would help mankind remember what 
day of the month it was. Jupiter's four 
largest moons were likely created with 
perfect harmonic orbital synchronicity 
that probably was disturbed by interfer¬ 
ing comets. Creating the earth's moon 
with twelve 30-day orbits synchronized 
with a 360-day year would give us a very 
good calendar. 

Reasons for Belief in a 
360-Day Year (Bible) 

Dr. Faulkner begins this section by 
repeating his earlier incorrect charac¬ 
terization that the mismatch in months 
and years is only apparent. "Some are 
motivated by what appears to them to 
be a cumbersome mismatch between 
the lengths of the day, month, and year” 
(Faulkner, 2012, p. 102; emphasis add¬ 
ed). The complication and confusion 
presented throughout his Definitions 
section demonstrates that the mismatch 
is not merely apparent but real. 

Dr. Faulkner then describes those 
who point out that the "mismatch” is 
not "very good” as "a bit presumptuous,” 
asking, "Is it not a bit presumptuous 
to dogmatically assert that the current 
relationship between our timekeepers 
is somehow not 'very good?'” (Faulkner, 


2012, p. 102). But he had just admitted 
that "there is no satisfying way to do 
this, or else there would not be such 
diversity” (p. 102). It is special pleading 
to suggest that the current timekeeping 
by the moon's and earth's rotations and 
orbits is "very good.” 

Regarding the "many recent cre¬ 
ationists who think that the tropical 
year once consisted of twelve 30-day 
months,” Dr. Faulkner presents an in¬ 
valid theological argument. He claims 
that "proponents ... do not make this 
case” but "ought to postulate that the 
mismatch in timekeepers must have 
happened at the Fall, not at some later 
catastrophe” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 102). 
But no creationist has ever proposed 
that all consequences of sin (like Adam's 
physical death and the prohibition of 
the union of close relatives) manifested 
themselves immediately at the Fall. 

Dr. Faulkner correctly points out 
regarding bankers that "some interest 
calculations are figured on a 360-day 
basis” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 103). This 
rounding convention, however, does not 
create the enormous societal confusion 
and religious conflict seen throughout 
history by the shifting of months, sea¬ 
sons, years, and holy days, and as seen in 
what could almost be called the calendar 
wars. Thus, a rounding convention that 
creates no crisis does not explain per¬ 
sistent and unnecessary rounding that 
created serious confusion. 

A surprising claim is, "There is noth¬ 
ing natural or obvious as to why we use 
base-ten mathematics” (Faulkner, 2012, 
p. 103). Undoubtedly, billions of people 
have counted on their fingers, and there 
are good reasons why the metric system 
is dominating the world. (Negative cor¬ 
roboration that our ten fingers point to 
the preferential base ten comes from the 
minority of cultures that used base eight 
because they count the spaces between 
their fingers, and from those efficiency- 
minded peoples who, with one hand 
tied behind their backs, used base four 
or base five.) The English word ''digit” 


and its counterpart in many languages is 
also a term for fingers (and toes). Claim¬ 
ing that using base ten is not natural 
or obvious is a way of minimizing the 
extraordinary factors that must have led 
to the Babylonian's use of base 60 and 
their dividing the ecliptic, and all circles, 
into 360 degrees. Evolutionists dismiss 
observations of design preferences 
(like the conservation of the shapes of 
leaves) so that they can claim that any 
particular pattern is as expected as any 
other to evolve and to remain over eons. 
Likewise, by dismissing base ten as the 
Creator's design preference, it could be 
argued that nothing special was required 
for the mathematically and astronomi¬ 
cally astute Babylonians, and the Sume¬ 
rians before them, to overlook the use of 
base ten in order to adopt base 60. 

Leading into his discussion of Dan¬ 
iel, and the Babylonian use of 60 and 
360, Dr. Faulkner implies that this was 
not based on any ancient Near Eastern 
360-day calendar. Instead, he gives a 
reasonable but not especially satisfying 
explanation that "360 is a very nice, 
round number, so it works very well in es¬ 
timating time” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 103; 
emphasis added). But it does not work 
very well, as shown by the confusion far 
beyond even that which Dr. Faulkner so 
well documented. Anciently, in addition 
to Babylonia, India also (as preserved in 
their Rigveda) divided the circle into 
360 degrees. Dr. Faulkner asserts this 
would be done by multiplying base 60 
by 6. However, the reverse could easily 
be true. The Babylonians may have origi¬ 
nally selected the rather unusual base 
60 because they had a calendar of 360 
days, thereby making it easier for them 
to perform astronomical and chronologi¬ 
cal calculations. Twelve original 30-day 
months would reinforce such a selection 
and help explain the ancient Egyptian 
and Near Eastern division of days into 
12- and 24-hour periods and the even¬ 
tual further division of hours into 60 
minutes and into 3,600 seconds. God's 
mathematical brilliance is everywhere 
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manifest in nature and the physieal 
laws. Giving mankind a synehronized 
ealendar would have been wonderfully 
eonvenient also beeause the number 360 
is a highly eomposite number (HCN), 
being divisible by every number from 
1 to 10 exeept for 7, with a total of 24 
divisors, ineluding numbers espeeially 
relevant to ealendars and timekeeping: 
2, 3, 4, 6, 12, 24, 30, 90, and 180. One 
useful applieation of this divides the 
world into 24 time zones of, nominally, 
15° eaeh, to mateh the 24-hour day. 

Dr. Faulkner suggests the Bible, in¬ 
eluding Daniel, is merely rounding to an 
apparent 360-day year. The book of Rev¬ 
elation (11:3; 12:6) explieitly indieates a 
year of 360 days. Like Revelation, Daniel 
idiomatieally referenees three and a half 
years (Dan. 7:25; ef. Rev. 12:14) and 
then marks off 1,290 and 1,335 days, 
implying an additional month, and two 
and a half months. Daniehs 3.5 years 
parallels Revelation's “42 months" (Rev. 
11:2; 13:5) and “1,260 days" (Rev. 11:3; 
12:6). Dr. Faulkner does not address 
the Revelation passages and attempts to 
explain Daniel's ealendar by eonsidering 
whieh aneient Babylonian ealendars 
were or were not then in use. These 
are propheey books, however, and the 
Apoealypse is the Revelation of Jesus 
Christ, i.e., the Beginning and the End, 
bringing readers from “the beginning 
of the ereation" to the “new earth," for, 
“the first heaven and the first earth had 
passed away." In that eontext, if God in 
faet had ereated a 360-day year, it eould 
explain why He would return to that 
measurement in a prophetie eountdown. 

Noah's 150 Days: Dr. Faulkner says 
it is possible to interpret the following 
verses from Genesis 7 and 8 sueh that 
they may not indieate a 30-day month: 
...in the second month, the seven¬ 
teenth day of the month, on that day 
all the fonntains of the great deep 
were broken np, and the windows 
of heaven were opened. And the rain 
was on the earth forty days and forty 
nights. ... And the waters prevailed 


on the earth ISO days. And the waters 
receded continnally from the earth. 
At the end of the ISO days the waters 
decreased. Then the ark rested in 
the seventh month, the seventeenth 
day of the month, on the monntains 
of Ararat. 

These passages indieate a timekeep¬ 
ing relationship between the day, month, 
and year. As the Bible writers (along with 
mueh of the aneient world) used 12 
months to represent a year, “the seeond 
month" indieates the start of a year, and 
“the seventeenth day" indieates both the 
start of a month and the start of a day. 
The natural reading of this, whieh Dr. 
Faulkner agrees appears “to be sound," 
indieates that these were five 30-day 
months, exaetly 150 days. Henry Mor¬ 
ris wrote, “The implieation is that the 
primeval year eontained twelve months 
of thirty days eaeh" (Morris, 1995, note 
at Gen. 7:11). Dr. Faulkner suggests that 
there may have been some time between 
the last two sentenees above, and that 
although the 150 days are emphasized 
by repetition, he says they may have 
been an approximation. (The Bible does 
sometimes give approximations, inelud¬ 
ing perhaps with the repeated use of the 
period of “forty years.") Summarizing, 
Revelation is explieit and the rest of the 
biblieal material is highly eonsistent 
with a 360-day year. 

Reasons for Belief in a 
360-Day Year (History) 

Dr. Faulkner never denies that early 
eivilizations used 360-day ealendars. 
Of the many examples that eould have 
been offered, the Mayan Baktun equals 
144,000 days (exaetly four hundred 
360-day years), and their tun was a year 
of 360 days made up of eighteen 20-day 
eyeles, with 20 tun equaling a katun of 
exaetly 7,200 days. Similarly, the Aztees 
added five days to their 360-day ealen¬ 
dar. Faulkner does aeknowledge what 
all of seholarship knows, that “earlier 
ealendars ... had failed to properly ae- 
eount for the true length of the tropieal 


year." As to whether 360-day ealendars 
were aetually used, the first editor of 
the journal Nature, the astronomer who 
eo-diseovered helium, deseribed the dif- 
fieulty Egypt eneountered from their use 
of a 360-day ealendar and the “first law" 
of the Pharaoh's to — of all things — never 
ehange the ealendar (Loekyer, 1894, pp. 
243-248). 

Dr. Faulkner eritiques only a eouple 
of relatively insignifieant partieulars 
from the admittedly imaginative Im¬ 
manuel Velikovsky's 40 pages of material 
in whieh he provides both questionable 
and strong support for his elaim that 
a 360-day ealendar was used by the 
Persians, Ineas, Egyptians, Chinese, 
Chaldeans, Assyrians, Babylonians, 
Hebrews, Greeks, Hindus, Romans, 
Aztees, Mayans, and Peruvians. Con¬ 
sider, if there is a biblieal explanation 
for otherwise inexplieable Egyptian use 
of a 360-day ealendar, not the Egyptolo¬ 
gists but the ereationists would diseover 
it. Thus the perplexing ealendars of the 
Egyptians are imminently understand¬ 
able if, in faet, God ereated original 
30-day months. 

Aside from the seeondary sourees Dr. 
Faulkner mentions, for my eritique of his 
paper I have begun to look at authorita¬ 
tive original sourees. Marshall Clagett 
doeuments that various original Egyp¬ 
tian ealendar sourees, sueh as the Ebers 
Papyrus (e. 1550 BC) and the astound¬ 
ing astronomieal eeiling (1200s BC) of 
Pharaoh Ramesses IPs memorial temple 
simply did not eontain the five days, 
ealled epagomenal days, that by praetiee 
were added annually to Egypt's twelve 
30-day months. In his Ancient Egyptian 
Science: A Source Book: Volume II - Cal¬ 
endars, Clocks, and Astronomy, Clagett, 
speaking of both the “Ebers ealendar" 
and “the astronomieal eeiling of the 
Ramesseum," writes, “The epagomenal 
days here as elsewhere are not eounted 
as part of the 'year'" (Clagett, 1995, p. 
196). Also, of the Egyptians he writes, 
“In the third millennium B.C. ... a new 
[non-lunar] ealendar was invented. ... it 
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is a great achievement of theirs to have 
invented a calendar year divorced from 
lunar movement” (p. 3). 

Grunting cavemen would under¬ 
standably blunder into a dysfunctional, 
lunar-based first calendar. Biblically, 
though, intelligent ancient man's time¬ 
keeping struggles make sense as a result 
of an original 360-day year. Switching 
then to a simple tropical-year calendar 
would have averted centuries of tre¬ 
mendous seasonal confusion. However, 
whereas secular scholars would never 
come upon the biblical explanation 
for the 360 days, they do commonly 
acknowledge the intense social inertia 
that explains the continued use of a 
dysfunctional calendar. Thus, a cre¬ 
ated 360-day year explains the genius 
of ancient man with many centuries of 
unnecessary struggle with an outmoded 
calendar. 

Dr. Faulkner quotes an Egyptian 
translator, Sharpe, to contradict a 
Velikovsky passage, even though both 
explicitly speak of “the five days which 
were afterwards ordered to be added.” 

Illustrating Dr. Faulkner's theme in 
this section, regarding Velikovsky's quote 
from an eighth-century Zoroastrian text, 
Danny wrote, “Notice that his quote 
doesn't actually state when or why the 
practice of adding five extra days each 
year began” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 106). 
This is somewhat off the more relevant 
topic. Whether ancient or modern writ¬ 
ers correctly perceived “when or why” 
is not as relevant as “whether or not.” 
Did the ancients use a 360-day calendar? 

As described by Velikovsky and now 
documented separately by Faulkner, 
even when the Persian Zoroastrians 
began counting 365 days, they persisted 
in presenting a 360-day calendar, tack¬ 
ing on, almost as an afterthought, an 
additional five days. 

The passages Dr. Faulkner quotes 
from that same eighty-century-AD Bun- 
dahis text seem evidently anachronistic. 
The Zoroastrians brag about anciently 
using a “three hundred and sixty-five” 


day calendar with “six additional hours” 
which “make up one day for four years 
... Again the commencement of the 
year has been fixed by great kings from 
the first day of the year from the begin¬ 
ning of creation. ... 'The creatures of 
the world were created by me complete 
in three hundred and sixty-five days,' ... 
completed in a year” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 
106). If the Bundhis text were the Word 
of God, then by this the case would 
be settled against Walt Brown. On the 
other hand, as bragging is evidenced 
without exception by all of ancient his¬ 
tory, Dr. Faulkner's excerpts seem easily 
explainable as a late pagan fabrication 
attributing modern knowledge back into 
a period in which it did not exist. 

Mechanism to Change 
the Days in a Year 

Dr. Faulkner writes, “The most straight¬ 
forward change would be in the orbital 
period of the earth. That is, an impact or 
some other catastrophe moved the earth 
farther from the sun and thus increased 
the orbital period. This is fraught with 
problems” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 107). He 
then easily knocks this down. But that 
is not the proposed mechanism that 
“many” young-earth creationists have 
been convinced of. From the 8th edition 
of In the Beginning and online: 

When the flood began, the year 
likely had 360 days ... If so, either 
earth's spin rate or its orbital period 
aronnd the Snn inereased dnring 
the flood. Inereasing earth's orbital 
period reqnires a large, nnknown 
energy sonree; inereasing the spin 
rate does not. Therefore, the spin 
rate probably inereased (Brown, 
2008, pp. 163-164, note 35). 

Dr. Faulkner once gives a veiled ac¬ 
knowledgment of the hydroplate mecha¬ 
nism: “An alternate way to lengthen the 
year would be to shorten the day. This 
could be accomplished either by apply¬ 
ing a torque that speeds the earth's rota¬ 
tion or by decreasing the earth's momen¬ 
tum of inertia, perhaps by shrinking the 


earth in size” (Faulkner, 2012, p. 107). 
Torque is not in consideration. What 
has been widely proposed, however, is 
the melting of part of the inner Earth to 
shrink the planet sufficiently to speed 
up its rotation to add five days in a year. 

The hydroplate mechanism explains 
that the fountains of the great deep 
eroded away much of the crust that 
was on top of what is today the Atlan¬ 
tic Ocean. With the crust there being 
removed, gravity over the remainder of 
the globe forced the floor of the subter¬ 
ranean chamber to rise, becoming the 
floor of the Atlantic (thus the qualita¬ 
tive differences between the two, with 
40,000 volcanoes and ocean trenches 
congregating in the Pacific). If the Pa¬ 
cific sunk to compensate for the rising 
of what became the floor of the Atlantic, 
this helps to explain the “startling” an¬ 
nouncement in 2007 in ScienceDaily 
that “thousands of square kilometers” of 
the “Earth's Grust [are] Missing in the 
Mid-Atlantic” (ScienceDaily, 3/2/2007). 
The movement of rock through the 
inner earth toward the rising Atlantic 
created enough frictional heat to melt 
much of the planet's interior. Below a 
certain depth, melting rock decreases in 
volume by about half. As could be said 
regarding the dangers to mankind from 
earthbound radioactivity, the original 
“very good” creation would not have 
had tectonic instability either. Even 
after Eden, it is very possible that the 
pre-Flood world had no earthquakes. 
Regarding the millions of earthquakes in 
the millennia since the Flood, however, 
the melting of rock is a deeper and likely 
a more significant cause of earthquakes 
than most geologists realize. So like 
a figure skater pulling in her arms to 
spin more quickly, the melting rock 
decreased the earth's radius sufficiently 
to increase the rotation speed to add five 
days to the year. 

Dr. Faulkner writes, “This leaves the 
difficulty of changing the length of the 
month. This must happen by decreasing 
the moon's angular momentum ... This 
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is the reverse of the seenario just men¬ 
tioned about raising the earth's orbit. 
Ultimately, one must ehange both the 
length of the month and alter the num¬ 
ber of days in a year" (Faulkner, 2012, p. 
107). The hydroplate theory elaims that 
the fountains of the great deep ejeeted 
water and roek with enough veloeity to 
eseape Earth's gravity and put mueh of 
it into various orbital planes around the 
sun. Some of the lower veloeity debris 
would have been in orbit near the earth 
and going in the same direetion around 
the sun. This eould explain something 
that Dr. Faulkner has observed previ¬ 
ously: that the moon has been struek 
mostly from one direetion. As the moon 
was repeatedly in its retrograde phase 
while orbiting the earth, it would have 
experieneed intense, head-on eollisions 
with this orbiting debris. While traveling 
prograde, the fewer impaets would have 
had less energy. After massive, high- 
veloeity bombardments primarily on 
the side of the moon faeing the orbiting 
ejeeted matter, the gravitational tug of 
the earth rotated the moon 90 degrees 
to bring this high mass eoneentration 
on the moon to faee the earth. Today 
we ean see these impaet areas with the 
naked eye, and the added mass from the 
impaets explieitly explains why the near 
side is now the near side. NASA's 2012 


GRAIL lunar gravity mapping has au¬ 
thoritatively shown that the moon's areas 
of greater-than-average gravity overlay 
the large eraters and maria. (Perhaps a 
eomputer simulation eould ealeulate 
baekward in time the near side of the 
moon's roeking baek and forth to provide 
an independent method of dating the 
Flood.) Thus Dr. Brown's hydroplate 
theory provides a elaimed meehanism 
that explains these interesting lunar 
anomalies and the earth's inereased 
rotation rate that added five days to the 
tropieal year, and it explains how these 
impaets slowed the moon's orbit (i.e., 
deereasing its angular momentum) 
around the earth, thus lowering its orbit 
and bringing about a new moon about a 
half day sooner eaeh month as eompared 
to before the Flood. 

Conclusion 

“Proponents of an original 360-day year 
ought to produee their models of how 
the ehange might have happened so that 
we ean assess the energy input. Until 
sueh models are produeed and exam¬ 
ined, reeent ereationists are eautioned 
against advoeating an original 360-day 
year" (Faulkner, 2012, p. 108). 

There are signifieant ehallenges 
from ereationists for hydroplate theory 
proponents to respond to, ineluding 


in Dr. Faulkner's astronomy eritique 
(Faulkner, 2013). However, I think Dr. 
Faulkner has not justified his eaution 
against the possibility of an initial 360- 
day year. 
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Response to Bob Envart 


I thank my friend. Bob Enyart, for writ¬ 
ing in response to my artiele on the 
hypothesis that the year originally was 
360-days long and that the month was 
30 days (Faulkner, 2012). This gives me 
the opportunity to elarify a few issues and 
make two eorreetions. Bob pointed out 
that I had ineorreetly stated that the years 
1700, 1800, and 1900 were leap years 
and that the years 1600 and 2000 were 


eommon years; of eourse, the reverse 
is true, as my diseussion would elearly 
indieate. I regret that that slipped past 
my multiple proofreadings and several 
reviewers. 

Bob also pointed out that Walt 
Brown (2008) has proposed a meeha¬ 
nism for a ehange in the amount of 
days in the month and year at the time 
of the Flood, something that I failed to 


aeknowledge and even implied was not 
the ease. Bob was puzzled about this, 
as I had a eritieal review of Brown's 
work in the next issue of the CRSQ 
(Faulkner, 2013a). Even though my 
360-day-year artiele appeared prior to 
the Brown artiele, I had written the 
Brown artiele mueh earlier. In faet, in 
my study of Brown's book, I saw that he 
supported the idea of an original 360-day 
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year, which encouraged me to write the 
article on that subject. Brown's proposal 
is found in the technical notes, a sort of 
appendix to his book. I had read Brown's 
proposal in preparing my analysis of his 
work, but I omitted discussion of this 
topic in my Brown paper, with the inten¬ 
tion of mentioning it in the 360-day-year 
paper. When I later consulted Brown's 
book (especially p. 163) in preparing 
for the 360-day paper, I overlooked 
Brown's proposal in his technical notes. 
I apologize for this omission; perhaps I 
will address this particular proposal in 
the future. 

Bob expressed his surprise that I had 
stated that there is nothing natural or 
obvious about base-ten mathematics, 
and he went on to discuss the numbers 
of fingers and toes that we have. How¬ 
ever, my statement was immediately 
followed by an acknowledgement that 
the number of digits that we have on 
our extremities probably did influence 
the choice of base-ten. My primary point 
was that base-ten is not the best system 
for computation. Despite our input of 
base-ten into electronic devices, those 
electronic devices do their computa¬ 
tions in binary. There is much to be 
said for base-two and base-three and 
multiples of those bases, because they 
are divisible by so many numbers and 
hence make nice fractions. Without a 
mechanical or electronic computation 
device, multiplication and division is 
much simpler using fractions rather than 
using long division and long multiplica¬ 
tion. Even our divisions of the day into 
24 hours, the hour into 60 minutes, 
and the minute into 60 seconds are a 
reflection of that reality. By the way, 
the French, after their revolution, used 
decimal time measurements for about 
a decade. Their calendar consisted of a 
360-day year with five to six extra holi¬ 
days thrown in to bring their calendar 
back into reality. Their months were 30 
days, each with three ten-day weeks. The 
day was divided into ten decimal hours, 
each with 100 decimal minutes contain¬ 


ing 100 decimal seconds. While most of 
the rest of the metric system established 
then was maintained, the new time 
standards proved to be so unpopular 
that Napoleon abolished them in 1805. 

In complaining about the complex¬ 
ity of so many definitions in my paper. 
Bob appears to argue that a 360-day year 
would have eliminated the need for most 
of those terms, but that isn't the case. I 
mentioned the anomalistic year, nodal 
month, and perihelion precession only 
for completeness—they have nothing to 
do with our normal timekeeping, and 
so I could have omitted them. Even 
with the 360-day-year hypothesis, we'd 
still need to discuss the solar and side¬ 
real days and the synodic and sidereal 
months. Some recent creationists think 
that initially the earth's axis had no tilt, 
but that is a separate issue from the pos¬ 
sibility of a 360-day year. Assuming that 
the earth's axis had some tilt, we'd still 
need to discuss the sidereal and tropical 
years, the ecliptic, the celestial equator, 
the equinoxes, and precession of the 
equinoxes. The other terms dealing with 
various calendars, such as the Metonic 
cycle, the Babylonian, Jewish, Roman, 
Julian, and Gregorian calendars, don't 
address confusion but merely express 
different ways of measuring time. Man 
has developed many different standards 
of measurements, such as for weight, 
length, area, and volume, so it isn't 
surprising that we've done the same 
with time measurements. Furthermore, 
arguing that the perceived complexity of 
the terms in my discussion is evidence 
for an alleged simpler 360-day year is 
begging the question. 

In my paper I divided the arguments 
for an original 360-day year into three 
categories. 

• That the current arrangement doesn't 
fit the Genesis 1:31 description of the 
creation being “very good." 

• That certain biblical passages, such 
as Genesis 8:3-4, Daniel 7, 9, and 
Revelation 11-12, imply 30-day 
months and a 360-day year. 


• That ancient historical records show 

widespread use of a 360-day year. 

Bob didn't spend much time discuss¬ 
ing the first argument: that the calendar 
as it now exists doesn't appear to be 
“very good." Lee Anderson (2013) and 
I (Faulkner, 2013b) have in submission 
companion papers that discuss this topic 
more fully. For a long time many recent 
creationists have equated the “very good" 
of the creation with perfection, but is 
this warranted? There are three possible 
meanings of this “very good": complete¬ 
ness, purpose, and moral perfection. Six 
times in the Genesis 1 Greation account, 
God proclaims what He has made as 
“good," followed by the pronouncement 
at the end of the Greation Week that it 
was “very good." This gives the sense of 
completeness in that God had accom¬ 
plished what He set out to do. It fulfilled 
its purpose in that nothing conflicted 
with God's intended order. Since sin 
had not yet entered the world, moral 
perfection also was present in the world. 
But does this perfection extend to physi¬ 
cal perfection, such as perfect crystals 
and no second law of thermodynamics? 
This is doubtful. The problem is that we 
equivocate and use the word “perfect" in 
the moral and physical (and the abstract) 
sense to mean different things. Further 
compounding the problem is that while 
we can agree on what moral perfection 
means, physical and abstract perfection 
is far from certain. In these matters, it ap¬ 
pears that perfection is in the eye of the 
beholder, for two people will have two 
different opinions as to what is perfect 
and what is not. 

As for the second argument concern¬ 
ing the biblical texts put forth for a 360- 
day year, I can't say much here without 
repeating what I previously wrote. In 
using Genesis 8:3-4 to prove the 30-day- 
month thesis, one must insist that those 
two verses refer to coincident events with 
the same precision. I believe that in my 
paper I admitted that that is a possibility, 
but it isn't required by the text. That is, 
one can properly and faithfully under- 
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stand that passage differently. Daniel and 
Revelation are prophetie books. As sueh, 
they eontain mueh apoealyptie imagery, 
ineluding imagery with respeet to the 
use of numbers. This is espeeially true 
of Revelation, with the numbers 4, 6, 7, 
12, and 24 being most prominent. I see 
no problem in using 360-days to approxi¬ 
mate a year in this eontext. Furthermore, 
even supporters of the 360-day year must 
admit that when Daniel and John proph¬ 
esied, the year had been 365 days long 
for millennia. And it s not at all elear that 
supporters of this idea think that the year 
will revert baek to 360 days prior to the 
Judgment, so what praetieal purpose an 
exaet 360-day year has in these eontexts 
is a mystery to me. That is, Daniel and 
John used years of a length that had not 
been used for a very long time and likely 
won't be, if ever, for a very long time. 
How this proves a 360-day year as part of 
the original ereation eseapes me. There 
also is the hermeneutie ehallenge of im¬ 
posing later revelation on an earlier text. 

As for the third argument —that 
many aneient eultures used a 360-day 
year but were foreed by some ehange 
to alter their ealendars —in my paper 
I examined the original souree of this 
elaim, Velikovsky's Worlds in Collision. 
There I elearly showed that Velikovsky 
either misunderstood or misrepresented 
aneient texts that supposedly supported 
this elaim. Bob noted that I never denied 
that aneient eultures used a 360-day eal- 
endar. Many aneient eultures did have 
a 360-day year, but that's not the entire 
story. Most of them, like the Freneh of 
two eenturies ago, added five or six extra 
days (most often at the end of the year) 
to bring their ealendars into line with 


the reality of the year's true length. The 
reason for the 360-day year is unknown, 
so to insist that it must be beeause the 
year aetually was that long in the distant 
past is unwarranted. Again, most of 
these alleged 360-day ealendars were 
about two millennia after the supposed 
ehange in the length of the year. If left 
uneorreeted, the diserepaney between a 
360-day ealendar and reality amounts to 
nearly two months in just a deeade, so it 
is insulting to the sophistieated aneients 
to suggest that they struggled with this 
for two millennia. Reeently on his radio 
show. Bob told me that he was assem¬ 
bling many other aneient texts beyond 
those eited by Velikovsky to show that 
many more aneient eultures observed a 
360-day year. I look forward to examin¬ 
ing those when he is finished. 

I will elose with an illustration of 
what I find is wrong with this entire 
line of reasoning eoneerning the 30-day 
month and 360-day year. I find irrational 
numbers to be far from perfeet. The 
faet that mathematieians have ehosen 
the term “irrational" to deseribe these 
numbers as opposed to the more perfeet 
rational numbers is evidenee that I am 
not alone in this belief. Therefore, in 
the perfeet world of the original ere¬ 
ation, there eould not have been any 
irrational numbers. The value of pi, the 
ratio of the eireumferenee of a eirele to 
its diameter, is an irrational number, 
so prior to the Fall pi had some other 
value. Sinee nothing eould be more 
perfeet that a whole number, I propose 
3. For seriptural support for this value 
of pi, I note that 1 Kings 7:23 reeords 
that a basin at the temple was 10 eubits 
in diameter and had a eireumferenee 


of 30 eubits. This yields a value of pi 
of exaetly 3. For years skepties have 
used 1 Kings 7:23 as an argument that 
the Bible eontains errors. And for years 
Christians have eoneoeted all sorts of 
explanations for this problem, when the 
most obvious solution is that the value 
of pi has ehanged. Now, if I eould find 
a referenee from aneient seeular sourees 
for this value of pi, I will have established 
the truth of my proposition. Of eourse, 
I am faeetious about this proposal, but I 
see no differenee in my reasoning here 
and that of those who insist that the year 
originally was 360-days and that the 
month originally was 30 days. 

I'm eneouraged by Bob's interest in 
this issue. I had hoped that my paper 
would stimulate diseussion. 
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The Rapid Formation IVIodel 


Editor: 

The General Grand Unifieation Model 
(GGU-model) and its General Intel¬ 
ligent Design Model (GID-model) 
interpretation are based upon observed 
empirieal evidenee. In general, the 
GGU-model proeesses are independent 
from speeifieally deseribed physieal laws. 
As hypotheses, various modes of human 
mental and physieal behavior are for¬ 
mally modeled. Biblieally, this satisfies 
the Genesis phrase, ''Let us make man 
in our image.” The GGU-model ean 
generate any deseribable eosmology 
that develops via eoneeptual time (Her¬ 
rmann, 2013). During Greation Day 4, 
there is a speeial seheme that ean apply 
to the portion of any sueh eosmology 
that is, prior to star formation, external 


to the ereated earth and its loeal environ¬ 
ment (LE). 

The Rapid Eormation Model (REM) 
satisfies the GGU-model proeesses. 
Although mathematieally predieted, it 
is easily deseribed. During Day 4 and 
after the formation of the sun and moon, 
the earth and LE are plaeed into a state 
of suspended animation. While in this 
state, an external universe is formed 
about the earth and LE. At the moment 
when the exterior universe is at a state 
of development that eorresponds to its 
appearanee about 6,000 years ago, the 
suspended animation portion eeases. 
The REM is diseussed in more detail 
by Herrmann (2011). 

Obviously, the REM does solve the 
starlight and time problem, as do other 


approaehes. It should merely be eonsid- 
ered as yet another approaeh that ean be 
ehosen for this purpose. Additionally, in 
all eases, the GGU-model ean be used 
to modify all known eosmologies so that, 
during the time of Eden, various physi¬ 
eal aspeets have an "eternity” feature. 

Robert A. Herrmann, Ph.D. 

South Riding, VA 
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media Reuieujs 



Howard Hughes 
(1905-1976) became one of the 
wealthiest men in the world through 
film and aviation business dealings. At 
age 48, before his latter eccentric and 
reclusive years, Hughes began a founda¬ 
tion dedicated to biomedical research. 
In his words, one goal was to understand 
the ''genesis [origin and evolution] of life 
itselP (Wikipedia, 2012). 

The research effort Hughes initiated 
continues today at the Howard Hughes 
Medical Institute (HHMI), one of 
world's top philanthropic organizations 
with an endowment exceeding $16 bil¬ 
lion. Entirely secular and evolutionary 
in nature, HHMI funds hundreds of 
postdoctoral researchers and produces 
quality educational materials for public 
schools. The online catalog lists posters, 
DVDs, virtual labs, and study guides for 
educators, all free and postpaid. 

The Day the Mesozoic Died DVD is 
based on Sean Carroll's book with the 


The Day the 
Mesozoic Died 


same title (2009). The video presents 
the view that the dinosaur world was 
abruptly ended by a comet collision. 
The lines of evidence are several: A 
buried 200-mile diameter cryptocrater 
is centered on Chicxulub, Yucatan Pen¬ 
insula, Mexico; traces of the element 
iridium, often associated with comets, 
are found worldwide at the Mesozoic- 
Cenozoic boundary, also called the 
K-T boundary, and dated at 65 million 
years; a fundamental change in fossil 
foraminifera is described, above and 
below the K-T boundary, and taken as 
evidence for a fundamental breakdown 
in the base of the food chain due to 
global catastrophe. 

The impact hypothesis described 
in the DVD was critiqued earlier (De¬ 
Young, 2001). Contrary data includes 
evidence for a more gradual dinosaur 
extinction. Also difficult to defend is 
the selectivity of the alleged impact, 
wiping out all dinosaurs, flying reptiles, 
and marine reptiles, yet leaving many 
other plants and animals alive and well. 


DVD produced and 
directed by Sara Holt 

Howard Hughes Medical 
Institute, Chevy Chase, MD, 
2012, 34 minutes, Free. 


The DVD suggests that "small creatures 
inherited the earth." 

Many schools across the country 
surely will feature this DVD, further 
confusing students and biasing them 
against a biblical view of dinosaurs. One 
might assume that the HHMI board 
of directors is reacting to the growing 
creationist interest in dinosaurs. This 
DVD can be freely viewed at http://www. 
hhmi.org/biointeractive/shortfilms/ 
index.html. 

Don B. DeYoung 
DBDeYoung@Grace.edu 
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It is common for 
the Society to receive notifica¬ 
tion from publishers promoting a wide 
variety of books on topics of evolution, 
creation, apologetics, and even New 
Ageism. Normally these promotions are 
a mass mailing and are books of little 
interest to the CRS. These promotions 
often make rather grandiose claims 
about their literary achievement —al¬ 
most certainly a claim they fail to attain. 

Among these advertisements, one 
recent book promotion caught my at¬ 
tention with the bold declaration that 
''The Genesis One Code is the first book 
to rigorously reconcile the religious and 
scientific accounts of our origins, written 
in response to the common quandary 
about the origins of the universe and 
life and the seeming incompatibility 
between the biblical description and 
the latest scientific findings.” This 
clearly sounded a bit too grandiose and 
appeared to be another book in a long 
list of compromise positions. 

The claim of being the “first to rig¬ 
orously reconcile” seemed an excessive 
exaggeration and prompted me to reply 
that “considering that the Creation Re¬ 
search Society has been engaged in this 
type of Reconciliation' work for 50 years, 
I find it a gross misrepresentation to say 
that Mr. Friedmann's work represents 
the 'first book.' Also, from what I have 
seen of this book, I hardly would call it a 


The 

Genesis One 
Code 


reconciliation. No reconciliation is even 
needed. The Bible and science speak the 
same language and say the same thing.” 

A bit to my surprise, I received a reply 
from the book publicist: “Thank you 
[and] appreciate your reply. Have you 
read the book? Daniel Friedmann is a 
great admirer of the Creation Research 
Society. Daniel is a scientist who is 
committed to full belief in the Biblical 
record of creation. You will see this in 
the book. He supports what is written in 
Cenesis. He says his book is in-line with 
your beliefs.” 

I replied that I had not read the book 
but would be willing to provide a review 
in the Quarterly. I warned, though, 
that its “being in line with the CRS 
position would be a welcome surprise.” 
Sadly, The Genesis One Code is not a 
welcome surprise. In fact, it is a very 
discouraging book to read. The author 
makes a number of rather odd claims 
that certainly do not correspond to being 
“committed to a full belief in the Bible 
record of creation,” and certainly are not 
“in-line” with the position of the Cre¬ 
ation Research Society. Mr. Friedmann 
approaches both science and the Bible 
with a very secular perspective. In turn, 
virtually all of his views of “science” par¬ 
allel the stridently materialistic version 
of science (i.e., the very most godless 
version; Anderson, 2013). 

For example, he quotes Psalm 
104:24: “How many are your works, O 
Lord! In wisdom you made them all” 
(NIV). Mr. Friedmann concludes that in 
this verse “wisdom” refers to elemental 
hydrogen, which he claims Cod created 
first and then used as the source for all 
other elements by fusion reactions in 
stars (p. 96). He arrives at this conclu¬ 


by Daniel Friedmann 
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sion based upon the writings of Rabbi 
Yitzchak Cinsburgh. The author draws 
significantly from several rabbis, includ¬ 
ing Cinsburgh, Shlomo Yitzhaki, and 
Aryeh Kaplan, and also from Jewish 
commentaries, such as the Midrash 
Rabbah, the Kabbalah teachings, and 
the Pirke De-Rabbi Eliezer. 

In the 104:24 verse the psalmist 
uses the Hebrew word chokmdh. This 
word is a derivation of the Hebrew word 
chdkam, which means wise, wisdom, 
teach, govern, refrain from evil actions, 
and free from defect by the exercise of 
skill (Brown, 1980). Chokmdh specifi¬ 
cally means wisdom (as it is commonly 
translated) and is typically used within 
the context of skill, wit, and shrewdness 
(Brown, 1980). It is the same word used 
for wisdom in Proverbs 4:5-7; 15:3 3; and 
16:16. In none of these passages could 
chokmdh rationally be translated as hy¬ 
drogen, or any other chemical process 
or structure. There is a not a shred of 
textual justification for Mr. Friedmann's 
interpretation. 

Why apply such a forced and inap¬ 
propriate translation to Psalm 104? Ap¬ 
parently because it helps the text fit the 
standard cosmological interpretation 
that hydrogen is the source of “all other 
elements in the universe” (p. 96). As 
such, it also fits within a very material¬ 
istic paradigm, which the author uses as 
a guide to the interpretation of Psalms. 
However, this interpretation is in direct 
contradiction to the clear intent of the 
psalmist that God created with “wis¬ 
dom,” using a wise and orderly design 
to create his universe and organize its 
systems. 

Based upon this secular approach to 
Scripture, it comes as no surprise that 
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the author fully aeeepts the standard 
assigned timeseale for both the earth 
and the universe (p. 1). He uneritieally 
aeeepts big bang eosmology with little 
aeknowledgement of its diffieulties as a 
model (p. 31). He seems to either have 
no knowledge of or is indifferent to 
ereationist (and even non-ereationist) 
eritiques of the big bang (e.g., Faulkner, 
2004; Williams and Harnett, 2005). 

Mr. Friedmann also aeeepts the 
standard interpretation of radiometrie 
dating. He again is either unaware of 
or indifferent to ereationist researeh 
involving diseordant isoehron dates, the 
ubiquity of Carbon-14, helium diffusion 
rates, and aeeelerated nuelear deeay 
(e.g., Vardiman, et ah, 2005). Regret¬ 
tably, he eites no ereationist researeh on 
this topie either. 

He also aeeepts the standard dating 
of the geologie eolumn. He eoneludes 
that this geologie evidenee (ineluding 
fossils) demonstrates the proeess of 
evolution (p. 111). He makes no ae- 
knowledgment of the eonsequenees of a 
worldwide flood on geologie formations. 
In faet, he never mentions the Genesis 
Flood, so it is probably a reasonable 
assumption that he does not eonsider it 
a faetor in geology interpretation. Mr. 
Friedmann makes no referenee to any 
ereationist ehallenges to the standard 
geologie eolumn, nor to any ereationist 
analysis of Flood geology (e.g.. Card 
and Reed, 2009; Snelling, 2009) or the 
effeet of the Flood on radiometrie dating 
(Vardiman, et ah, 2005). 

From a biologieal understanding. 
The Genesis One Code also strongly 
endorses evolution. In this eontext Mr. 
Friedmann advoeates the well-worn 
(and worn-out) notion that evolution is 
seienee and ereation is merely religion. 
He deseribes the evolution-ereation 
eontroversy as a dispute ''among those 
who espouse religious belief and thus 
support a ereationist view versus those 
who aeeept evolution as supported by 
seientifie eonsensus” (p. 182). In other 
words, ereation is strietly a matter of 


religious faith, and evolution is a matter 
of seientifie interpretation. Thus, while 
the book elaims to offer reeoneiliation 
between "religion” and seienee (p. 2), 
it is very elear that all biblieal teaehing 
must be interpreted only in light of 
"seientifie eonsensus” (e.g., stellar and 
biologieal evolution). So reeoneiliation 
is aehieved only when biblieal teaehing 
bows to popular human opinion. 

The author unquestioningly assumes 
that evolutionary eommon deseent is 
doeumented by the fossil reeord (p. 
111). He seems eompletely unaware of 
the vast amount of ereationist literature 
ehallenging numerous aspeets of evo¬ 
lutionary thinking. Even if aware, Mr. 
Friedmann makes no aeknowledgment 
of sueh ehallenges, nor does he eoneern 
himself with the need for any response. 
Yet, these ehallenges pose real and valid 
questions that remain unanswered by 
the evolutionist eommunity. Ignoring 
these questions does not provide a useful 
reeoneiliation (so-ealled) between the 
Bible and "seientifie eonsensus.” In faet, 
onee it is understood that evolution and 
seienee are not equivalent, there is no 
need for reeoneiliation. The Bible does 
not teaeh evolution or great geologie 
ages. So, there is no reason to impose 
sueh teaehing upon Seripture. 

Mr. Friedmann also mistakenly 
assumes the ereated kinds of Genesis 
1 were eontemporary speeies (pp. 123 
and 185). This again indieates his laek of 
understanding of ereationist arguments 
as well as basie biology. While Linnaeus 
may have originally intended that spe¬ 
eies represent the taxonomie level ofbib- 
lieal kinds, a speeies is aetually a rather 
ill-defined eoneept that is very diffieult 
to fully apply (even using eomparative 
genomies). Instead, ereationists have 
argued that the eontemporary genus or 
even family likely represents a eloser 
taxonomie level to the ereated kind. God 
has never been under any obligation to 
use a taxonomie system that eould read¬ 
ily fit any of our inaeeurate, man-made 
elassifieation sehemes. 


Sinee he aeeepts the standard as¬ 
signed ages of both the universe and the 
earth, Mr. Friedmann engages in some 
not-so-standard arguments and ealeula- 
tions of how the Creation "days” are not 
aetual solar 24-hour days (p. 67). Again, 
drawing heavily upon arguments from 
various rabbis, he undertakes to show 
that biblieal use of the numbers 7 and 49 
ean be mathematieally applied (i.e., ma¬ 
nipulated) to ealeulate the "real” elapse 
of time during the Creation Week. From 
his ealeulations he eoneludes that one 
"hour” during the Creation Week was 
the human equivalent of 106.5 million 
years (p. 114), and eaeh Creation "day” 
is the human equivalent of 2.54 billion 
years (p. 182). Creationists have repeat¬ 
edly shown that the eontext and proper 
usage of the Hebrew text does not sup¬ 
port sueh a timeline or interpretation of 
Genesis 1 (e.g., Sarfati, 2004). 

Applying this exaggerated time 
frame, Mr. Friedmann draws some 
rather strange eonelusions. For example, 
God sowed plant seeds late on the third 
"day” of Creation, but these seeds did 
not physieally sprout and produee visible 
plants until "day” 6 (p. 114). Henee, the 
original seeds remained in the ground 
for several billion years. Readers ean 
draw their own eonelusions. 

Aeeording to the timelines presented 
on pages 113 and 177, the ereation of 
Adam was about two "hours” before the 
ereation of Eve. Thus, Adam lived for 
over 200 million years before Eve's ere¬ 
ation. That would eertainly explain his 
aloneness (Gen. 2:18). Following Eve's 
ereation, Adam and Eve lived an addi¬ 
tional three hours (320 million years) in 
the Garden of Eden before temptation 
and the Fall, whieh oeeurred late on 
"day” 6 of Creation. It ean readily be 
asked how God was able to pronounee 
the entire ereation "very good” (Gen. 
1:31) at the end of the sixth day if sin and 
death had already entered the ereation. 

What is more, God told humans to 
"be fruitful, and multiply” (Gen. 1:28). 
Despite 300 million years, aeeording to 
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Mr. Friedmann, Adam and Eve could 
achieve only two sons and three daugh¬ 
ters (p. 148), although he does speculate 
they may have had more children while 
still in Eden (p. 149). (Of course, virile, 
perfectly healthy humans would easily 
be able to fill the entire earth many times 
over in that time frame.) Does this mean 
multiple generations of children were 
sinless and living in Eden for millions 
of years? Were they all still sinless, yet 
banished from Eden along with their 
parents? Or, did they all, one by one, 
individually sin and incur God's wrath? 
Again, readers can draw their own con¬ 
clusions of how seriously The Genesis 
One Code can be taken. 

It is also confusing that Mr. Fried¬ 
mann refers to the fossil record as 
documenting an evolutionary timeline 
(p. Ill), which he then uses as part of 
his interpretation for the timeline of the 
Creation Week. Yet, he seems to accept 
that both Adam and Eve were created 
rather than products of a prolonged 
evolutionary lineage. What is more, he 
states that their lives spanned a period of 
over 300 million years (and potentially 
thousands or millions of offspring). This 
directly contradicts any model of hu¬ 
man evolution. Thus, it is inconsistent 
to accept the evolutionary timeline yet 
reject significant aspects of evolutionary 
teaching. How is one correct but not 
the other? 

Ultimately, Mr. Friedmann makes 
no reference to any creationist argu¬ 
ments, either biblical or scientific. 
He cites only Morris and Whitcomb's 
The Genesis Flood, and that only as a 
historical reference to contemporary 
“creationism." Instead, he is very fond 
of the more extreme rabbinical com¬ 
mentaries, totally ignoring the scores of 
conservative commentaries, both Jewish 
and Christian. 

Mr. Friedmann appears to be very 
impressed with what he refers to as a 
“scientific consensus" (i.e., the popular 
opinion). Regrettably, this means he has 
set his standard on the most popular hu¬ 


man opinion of assigned ages and ideas 
of evolution. In fact, his entire premise 
is predicated on the supposition that the 
age of the universe is 13.7 billion years, 
the age of the earth is 4.5 billion years, 
and that life began on earth 3.5 billion 
years ago. These specific dates are an 
integral component of his calculations to 
provide a so-called reconciliation of the 
Genesis 1 timeline with contemporary 
assigned ages. 

However, scientific knowledge (i.e., 
opinion) often changes. That is the 
way of limited human understanding. 
Popular scientific ideas come and go as 
they always have. Yet his premise does 
not appear to have sufficient flexibility to 
accommodate very dramatic changes of 
this “scientific consensus." If any of these 
assigned ages change, as they have and 
almost certainly will again, Mr. Fried¬ 
mann's entire premise falls. Once this 
“consensus" changes, he will be forced 
to modify his calculations and offer some 
excuse for why such modification was 
even necessary. 

What is more, popular opinions of 
origins typically are based more upon 
societal worldviews than upon actual 
scientific data. Mr. Friedmann gives a 
brief discussion of the scientific process 
(p. 3) but fails to consider that the ob¬ 
jective scrutinizing of data easily can be 
biased by our preconceived notions and 
underlying suppositions. Does he think 
a fallen and disobedient population 
of humans will not be heavily biased 
against evidence that points toward a 
God they deny (Rom. 1:18-20; 2 Peter 
3:3-7)? Does he honestly believe that 
evidence for a creator and declarations 
from biblical testimony would be readily 
embraced by a fallen world that rejects 
Christ (Matt. 10:22; 24:9; John 15:18; 
17:14)? 

When biblical teachings become 
subject to human opinion, they are no 
longer God's teachings. Does human 
thinking drive our understanding of the 
Bible, or should the Bible be the founda¬ 
tion for human thinking? 


The Creation Research Society holds 
that the Bible is the inspired, “God- 
breathed" Word of God. As such it is not 
subject to human opinion, whim, or emo¬ 
tional state of mind. As the Word of God, 
it represents the last word, not the debat¬ 
able first word. Does our understanding 
(i.e, our scientific conclusions) drive our 
biblical interpretation, or does God's 
Word drive our scientific conclusions? 

The publisher of this book claimes 
that Mr. Friedmann is a great admirer 
of the Creation Research Society. How¬ 
ever, his views are completely material¬ 
istic and have nothing in common with 
the position of CRS. Regrettably, this 
book will serve only to further confuse 
and dishearten anyone naive enough to 
seek it for answers. 
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Dr. Clarence 
Menninga retired in 1990 as 
professor of geology at Calvin Col¬ 
lege. Previous to this position he was a 
chemist for industry and government. 
Menninga coauthored Science Held 
Hostage in 1988, a book that strongly 
challenged young-earth creation (Van 
Till, et ah). The author sent me a copy 
of this present book and requested a 
review in the CRS Quarterly. I replied 
that a review was possible but would 
likely not be positive. He answered that 
this was fine, and it certainly is true that 
book reviews, whether pro or con, make 
for good promotion. 

Much of this book is a rehash of Sci¬ 
ence Held Hostage from 25 years ago. Dr. 
Menninga takes many pages to attack 
the 1974 book Scientific Creationism. 
This book is still available as a reprint 
but has not been updated. It is certainly 
not ''cutting-edge,” young-earth creation 
thinking on many subjects. Other out- 
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dated topics in If Truth Be Known touch 
on solar neutrinos, Nebraska Man, bron¬ 
tosaur and apatosaur skulls, and Mount 
St. Helens. 

There are many book references 
from the 1970s; the most recent date 
I found was 2000. The CRSQ is men¬ 
tioned regarding a 1977 article about the 
tilted whale fossil found in California. 
There is radioisotope discussion; how¬ 
ever, no mention is made of the RATE 
project, which was most active during 
1997-2005. Over and over, author 
Menninga gives a creationist argument, 
and then a rebuttal follows his overused 
phrase (and book title) "If truth be 
known...” The book includes Dr. Men- 
ninga's testimony; Scripture references 
are not part of the book discussion. 

Dr. Menninga strongly accepts 
the deep-time assumptions of geology. 
He claims that any mature creation 
viewpoint is an "unsafe shelter” (p. 
54). His listed reasons for this rejection 
have been fully answered in multiple 


places (DeYoung, 2010). There is also 
the claim that no evidence exists for a 
young earth (p. 222). This comes as a 
surprise to many of us who work with 
abundant young-earth evidence every 
day from both Scripture and science. 
This self-published book has no index, 
which is somewhat like a day-planner set 
up for the year with no accompanying 
dates for guidance. 

Don DeYoung 
DBDeYoung@Grace.edu 
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Each chapter in this 
readable volume deals with 
one of the creation days as recorded in 
the book of Genesis and as correlated 
with scientific facts. At the end of each 
chapter are references that provide docu¬ 
mentation and avenues for further study. 

Author Smith is a widely published 
creation biologist who served on the 
Creation Research Society board of 
directors during 1979-1987. Steve Kern 
is a Bible scholar, author, and pastor of a 
local assembly. These writers have built 
a strong case for receiving the words of 


the Bible as valid origins information 
from God, the Creator. 

Subjects covered and questions 
raised include light without the sun 
or the moon, separation of the waters 
above the expanse from those below, 
where the Floodwaters went, biblical 
kinds, creation with apparent age, ori¬ 
gin of salty seas, photosynthesis, God's 
pregnancy test, original vegetarianism, 
regulation of animal population sizes, 
thermodynamic laws of conservation and 
entropy, the Sabbath as a literal day, and 
the establishment of grace. 

Pages 177-179 list of some of the 
other publications by each author. 
Works by Smith cover such subjects 
as design in buffaloes, animal hiding 
habits, “sacred cows" in science, alliga¬ 
tors, and a provocative volume entitled 
Battleground University. 


Creation-minded readers will find 
this volume helpful in resisting the 
voluminous stream of evolutionary, 
long-age propaganda widely promoted 
in academia and by the media. Non-cre¬ 
ationist readers will be able to discover 
that the young-earth creation concept 
has the strong basis in real science that 
one would expect, if in fact it came from 
the living God. This book was previously 
reviewed in the CRSQ (Frair, 2012). 
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Author Gene White 
is an engineer who has studied 
and taught the creation-evolution issue 


The Real Genesis 
Creation Story: 
A Credible Translation 
and Explanation at Last 


for more than four decades. He moved 
from a young-earth to an old-earth posi¬ 
tion, convinced by science evidence in 
favor of the concept of geologic time 
(p. 195). Two initial comments are in 
order. First, in this book White does 
not explore the impact of the Genesis 
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Flood on geology: “Noah's flood is a 
separate issue from the [biblical] cre¬ 
ation account and [is] not discussed" (p. 
9). However, the author then discusses 
ice cores, fossil fuels, fossils, and sedi¬ 
mentary rock formations in terms of the 
geologic timescale. The author does not 
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reeognize the Flood as a major faetor in 
all these formations. As a seeond initial 
eomment, the author eonfuses the terms 
“data ” “evidenee ” and “interpretation.” 
There is a growing wealth of physieal 
data, or evidenee, that everyone has 
equal aeeess to. It is the interpretation 
of this data that results in distinet models 
for explaining the past. 

The book gives good summaries of 
the gap theory, day-age theory, theistie 
evolution, and intelligent design. The 
diseussion of mature ereation is a dis¬ 
appointment. The author states that if 
the earth is truly just thousands of years 
old and stars were ereated to be seen 
from the start, then God “intentionally 
falsified physieal evidenee to make our 
planet appear old” (p. 84). This and simi¬ 
lar ehallenges to mature ereation have 
been answered elsewhere (DeYoung, 
2010). The author's pattern of limited 
researeh also is shown by a six-page de- 
seription of earbon-14 dating issues with 
no mention of the 1997-2005 RATE 
researeh program. 

Dinosaurs are assumed to have lived 
and died in a “land before time” (pp. 56, 
202). How, then, does author White ad¬ 
dress the problem of death, disease, and 
predation oeeurring worldwide, long be¬ 
fore the Curse of Genesis 3? Amazingly, 
it is elaimed that animal extinetion has 
nothing to do with the biblieal Curse. 
Instead, the “very good” of Genesis 
1:31 somehow ineludes animal danger, 
death, and deeay, along with all aspeets 
of the seeond law of thermodynamies. It 
is suggested that only inside the Garden 


of Eden was it safe for Adam and Eve to 
move about without being attaeked by 
wild beasts (p. 205). 

If this were all, we might say the 
book is interesting with some odd 
speeulation; but there is some extreme 
eontent. White elaims that young-earth 
ereation is a deeeption purposely written 
into Seripture millennia ago. “Rules of 
Hebrew grammar have been fabrieated 
and key words have been intentionally 
mistranslated to support this errant the¬ 
ology” (p. 26). Thus, the Bible elearly 
teaehes young-earth ereation, but the 
original, old-earth text was hijaeked and 
rewritten in the distant past by unknown 
seholars and for unknown reasons. 
White then goes to work with lexieons, 
interlinear Hebrew texts, and eoneor- 
danees to retranslate the biblieal text. 
No Seripture is treated as metaphori- 
eal, mythologieal, or untrue; verses are 
simply rewritten by the seleetion of verb 
tenses and alternate word meanings. 

White s personal translation of Serip¬ 
ture seeks to eliminate evidenee for a 
reeent, supernatural ereation. Consider 
the rewrite of Genesis 1:3 on Day One: 
“And God said. There is light, and light 
exists.” Thus in White's view, light was 
already long in existenee when God 
spoke; the verse is a deelarative state¬ 
ment instead of a eommand. Likewise, 
regarding the ereation of the heavens 
in Genesis 1:16, the White translation 
beeomes, “And God is the one who 
made two great luminaries... to rule the 
night [also] and the stars.” Throughout 
Genesis 1-2, White moves the original 


Creation to the distant past. White's 
Bible rewriting does not extend to the 
New Testament beeause the “Holy Spirit 
kept any speeifie endorsement of [young- 
earth ereation] out of the apostles' writ¬ 
ings” (p. 77). This and similar statements 
are overeonfident and inaeeurate. 

White ealls his Bible revision the 
exemplar translation, utilizing a word 
meaning “original.” One must admire 
the eourage —or audaeity —of a non- 
Hebrew seholar to ehallenge the entire 
world of eonservative biblieal seholar- 
ship, over both past and present eentu- 
ries, with failing to properly translate the 
Genesis text. The baek eover promises 
“a eredible translation of Genesis 1 and 
2 that eorreets over twenty-two eenturies 
of error.” However, further thought gives 
a book motive, perhaps unintentional. 
The author was first enamored with 
the evolutionary timeseale and then 
set about eliminating all young-earth 
intimations from the biblieal text. 

Whether the author is right or wrong, 
and most CRSQ readers would be 100 
pereent eonfident of the latter, this book 
takes a unique approaeh to the Genesis 
Creation aeeount. An index and 380 
footnotes and referenees are ineluded. 
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Many 
creationists spend 
long hours studying the other side, 
that is, secular science or naturalism. We 
seek to understand the misguided efforts 
to deny the reality of angels, biblical 
inspiration. Creation, prayer, and the 
supernatural. It is an interesting position 
to be in: We fully accept recent Creation 
and yet realize the motives of those who 
attempt to maintain the purity of their 
limited, secular definition of science. 

Meanwhile, secularists cannot fully 
comprehend the young-earth Creation 
worldview. When allegiance to the 
Bible as Cod's direct Word is absent, 
confusion inevitably results. The result 
of this dichotomy is that while creation¬ 
ists can clearly process both sides of the 
creation-evolution issue, the opposition 
understands only one side, their own. 
Informed creationists have an “unfair 
advantage"! 

In this book, author Jason Rosen- 
house attempts to absorb and analyze the 
Creation worldview from the outside. 
The effort is sincere but fails because of 
multiple layers of doubt, evolutionary 
presuppositions, and missing research. 

Rosenhouse is a Ph.D. mathematics 
professor at James Madison University 
in Harrisonburg, Virginia. He describes 
himself as a Jewish atheist nonbeliever 
(pp. 8, 14, 117). The book is dedicated 
to his parents, who taught Rosenhouse 
“the value of being open-minded but 
skeptical" (p. v). The meaning of these 


Among the 
Creationists: 
Dispatches from the 
Anti-Evolutionist 
Front Line 


words is not clear; there is a great differ¬ 
ence between negative skepticism and 
positive critical thinking. Rosenhouse's 
denial of the Creator is based on his 
perception of great earth age, evolution 
evidence, and the problem of evil in 
the world (pp. xii, 106). This latter theo¬ 
logical point has tripped up many people 
over the centuries, including Job's Old 
Testament friends, Charles Darwin, and 
Richard Dawkins. 

Rosenhouse has explored the Cre¬ 
ation worldview for several years. The 
book summarizes his attendance at the 
2005 Lynchburg Mega-Conference, 
the 2007 Knoxville Darwin vs. Design 
Conference, and the 2008 Pittsburgh 
International Conference on Creation¬ 
ism (ICC). The author also has made 
several visits to the Answers in Cenesis 
Creation Museum. Overall, Rosenhouse 
is impressed with the openness and 
friendliness of creationists, which fits 
his own personality of nonconfrontation. 

The author is no stranger to evan¬ 
gelistic teaching. During the 1990s 
while a graduate student at Dartmouth 
College, New Hampshire, he attended 
meetings held by evangelist Luis Palau. 
This, he says, “never brought me close 
to conversion" (p. 16). Several places in 
the book Rosenhouse clearly expresses 
the language of the gospel and salvation, 
but the discussion remains on an intel¬ 
lectual level of the mind alone and not 
the heart (p. 44). 

Many of the book statements deserve 
challenge, and four will be mentioned. 
First, Rosenhouse writes that “science 
has found no such evidence" for an 
intelligent designer (p. 21). On the 
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contrary, Romans 1:20 states that there 
is no excuse for missing the fingerprint 
of Cod upon nature. Second, using the 
writings of sociologist Phil Zukerman, 
it is suggested that the morality of socie¬ 
ties with a godly heritage is surpassed 
by godless countries. Denmark and 
Sweden are described as “remarkably 
strong, safe, healthy, moral and prosper¬ 
ous societies" (p. 25). As the daily news 
shows, however, every country across 
the earth has its share of serious issues 
and moral failures. A third book item 
subject to challenge is the quote, “Evo¬ 
lution ... makes no attempt to explain 
how life originated in the first place" 
(p. 32). The fundamental problem of 
the spontaneous origin of life cannot be 
sidestepped with such words. The fourth 
example of error concerns fossils: “With 
literally millions of fossils to examine, 
not a single one is out of place from an 
evolutionary standpoint" (p. 54). From 
Canada's Burgess Shale to Montana's 
Lewis Overthrust, the author needs to 
do his homework on fossil discrepancies. 

This book gives serious insight on 
the thinking of biblical skeptics. Rosen¬ 
house is sincere in his exploration of 
the Creation worldview, but any hint of 
faith is absent in the writing. One hopes 
that Jason Rosenhouse continues his 
Creation interest and study. The book 
does not mention the Creation Research 
Society, and CRS writings should be 
part of his further research. Even more 
important is all of Scripture, including 
the Old and New Testaments. 

Don B. DeYoung 
DBDeYoung@Grace.edu 
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This historieal 
journey begins with Dar¬ 
win and his respeet for his nemesis, Lou¬ 
is Agassiz, and takes the reader through 
a survey of today's leading evolutionists, 
who admit that neo-Darwinian meeha- 
nisms eannot explain (1) the origin of 
body plans, (2) mounds of moleeular 
information, and (3) the fossils of the 
Cambrian explosion. One hundred 
and fifty years ago, Agassiz notieed that 
the very fossils that would eonneet the 
branehes in Darwin's tree of life just 
happened to be among those that were 
''missing" (p. 24). 

As an intelligent design advoeate 
with the Diseovery Institute, the author's 
old-earth perspeetive makes him vulner¬ 
able to some naive elaims, ineluding 
that "radiometrie dating methods" are 
straightforward and do not "depend on 
a host of eontingent faetors" (p. 109). 
Stephen Meyer then quotes a paper in 
the Oxford journal Molecular Biology 
and Evolution: "The rate of moleeular 
evolution ean vary eonsiderably among 
different organisms, ehallenging the 
eoneept of the 'moleeular eloek'" (Ho, 
et ah, 2005, p. 1355). Meyer should 
know regarding radiometries, however, 
that the same eould be said for differ¬ 
ing teehniques that give differing dates, 
whereas the same teehnique often gives 
differing ages for the same speeimen. 

Meyer's well-honed anti-Darwinian 
arguments inelude eolorful examples. 


Darwin s Doubt: 
The Explosive Origin 
of Animal Life 
and the Case for 
Intelligent Design 


like exoskeletons and ion pumps, to 
expose the laek of even broad-stroked ex¬ 
planations of how integrated funetional 
requirements eould arise via a nondi- 
reeted proeess. The exoskeleton, whieh 
first appears in Cambrian strata, "is far 
more than a mere eovering ... beeause 
it provides the sites for the attaehment of 
the museles." The limbs "ean artieulate," 
and shrimp exoskeletons have, "interior 
projeetions [to support] organs. At the 
same time, the skeleton of any arthropod 
is a produet of, and in turn regulates, 
its metabolism." The first organisms 
to evolve an exoskeleton "would have 
had to have sueeessively seereted a new 
skeleton beneath the old one, to have 
shed the used exoskeletons, and to have 
hardened eaeh new exoskeleton. This 
tight funetional integration suggests the 
implausibility of evolutionary models 
that envision the arthropod exoskeleton 
arising late as a kind of aeeretion to an 
already integrated system of soft parts" 
(end notes, p. 421). 

Though not intended, pointers to 
biblieal ereationism are everywhere in 
Darwins Doubt. The mudflows that 
"transported the Burgess [shale Cam¬ 
brian] animals several kilometers into 
deeper waters" were "highly turbulent" 
(p. 45). Meyer imagines regarding the 
shale's diseoverer Charles Waleott, 
"Finding marine animals so high above 
sea level no doubt made Waleott aeutely 
aware of the way in whieh eontinents 
and seas had ehanged loeations" (p. 
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46). But how high above sea level? The 
7500-foot altitude is not mentioned till 
the end of the book. 

Along the way, Meyer explains the 
failed Darwinist attempt to use sequene- 
ing to date divergenee, for "the same or 
similar groups of moleeules have gener¬ 
ated dramatieally different divergenee 
times" (p. 107). He points out admissions 
from Dobzhansky protege Franeiseo 
Ayala, who says that sueh evolutionary 
ealeulations are "fraught with danger." 
And Berkley's James Valentine joins oth¬ 
ers in aeknowledging that "the aeeuraey 
of the moleeular eloek is still problemati- 
eal, at least for phylum divergenees, for 
the estimates vary by some 800 million 
years." Meyer then referenees a Miehael 
Behe paper regarding DNA-paeking his¬ 
tones, reporting that even with a dozen 
years of experiments in yeast showing 
that histones ean tolerate dramatie dele¬ 
tions, regardless, aeross phyla histones 
remain highly eonserved (i.e., minimally 
different). Meyer argues this against the 
Darwinists, showing their tendeney to 
eommit the eherry-pieking fallaey, in 
this ease by seleetively ignoring data. 
But he doesn't mention that IDers are 
guilty of the same failure, regarding the 
same evidenee no less. The evolutionists 
assume their own eonelusion in that, as 
Meyer points out, histones "are never 
used as moleeular eloeks... Beeause ... 
the small differenees between histones 
yield an extremely recent divergenee" (p. 
107; emphasis added). By the way, how 
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recently? He does not say. And neither 
did Behe offer an estimate for how long 
he believes plants and animals have ex¬ 
isted with this extreme lack of mutation. 
Behe did point out, though, for example, 
that ''the green pea differs from that of 
mammals by only two conservative sub¬ 
stitutions in 102” (Behe, 1990, p. 374). 
Yet intelligent design, Meyer explains, 
does not rule out common ancestry (p. 
339), for, allegedly, a billion years ago a 
designer could have engineered a split 
between plants and animals. But Meyer 
cannot have it both ways. He wields 
the histone evidence against Darwin¬ 
ists but only by committing an equally 
circular, selective data fallacy. As with 
the intelligent design movement gener¬ 
ally, Meyer's book fails to acknowledge 
this extreme lack of mutations as at least 
apparent evidence against these phyla 
having lived for hundreds of millions 
of years. 

The material on punctuated equilib¬ 
rium (chap. 7) rightly exploits the find¬ 
ings of world-class evolutionary paleon¬ 
tologists who acknowledge that the fossil 
record lacks the transitions between 
phyla and more. Later, regarding how 
the designer may actually have imple¬ 
mented his design in nature, Meyer says 
of ID advocates, "We simply don't know 
... how the intelligent agent responsible 
for life arranged or impressed its ideas on 
matter'' (pp. 305, 307, emphasis added). 
"Its”? The Christians among the IDers 
seem to believe in what we could call 
interventionist punctuated equilibrium, 
or IPE. That is, every so many millions of 
years, God introduced new life-forms by 
some kind of profane species conception 
or incarnation (i.e., hopeful monster), 
or even by repeated special creations, 
though the apparent ID reluctance to 
discuss this latter option seems to make 
it an unmentionable. As a longtime 
(though nowhere-near comprehensive) 
observer of the ID movement. I've fre¬ 
quently heard it said that ID does not 


rule out universal common ancestry, but 
I've never heard their spokesmen say that 
ID does not rule out special creation. 

Creationist authors represent a wide 
range of scientific disciplines. The 
intelligent design community —again 
by my subjective view —seems to be 
lopsided toward cosmology and molecu¬ 
lar biology, with underrepresentation, 
for example, in geology. Thus IDers 
commonly suggest that prior to their 
own movement, opposition to Darwin¬ 
ism perhaps "seemed premature [and 
reflected] something of the prejudice 
of the times” (p. 379). However, both 
Newton and Einstein could make in¬ 
tuitive leaps from general observations. 
Likewise, neither the Hubble Telescope 
nor the electron microscope is needed 
to see irreducible complexity and intel¬ 
ligent design. "Eor since the creation of 
the world His [three] invisible attributes 
are clearly seen, being understood by 
the things that are made, even His eter¬ 
nal power and Godhead [i.e., persons, 
Enyart, 2008)], so that they are without 
excuse” (Rom. 1:20 NKJV). 

Proposing earlier "the purposeful 
action of a conscious and rational agent” 
(p. 337) and "the activity of a designing 
mind” (p. 379), by the last three pages 
of his book Meyer finally gets to God. 
The "theory of intelligent design ... 
suggests the possibility that life may have 
been designed by an intelligent person, 
indeed, one that many would identify as 
God” (p. 412). Biological information 
points to the attribute of intelligence in 
the designer, which ID theorists admit, 
when taken alone, could suggest de¬ 
sign by aliens. Interviewing Meyer for 
Real Science Radio (Enyart, 2013), I 
suggested that by the same "cause and 
effect” reasoning (p. 341) that they use 
to infer the designer's intelligence, when 
considering the conscience manifest in 
the human family, they should be able 
to infer also the designer's attributes 


of being relational and moral. Meyer 
took that opportunity to repeat a com¬ 
mon ID claim that when they consider 
the fine-tuning, not only of organisms 
but also of the cosmos itself, then they 
can argue that the evidence points to 
a designer who is not merely a very 
intelligent creature from somewhere 
within the universe but a transcendent 
Designer. This agent would be like the 
person Ghristians refer to as God, who 
created not only life but also the entire 
universe. As G. S. Lewis might point out, 
at that point you're still far from the God 
of the Bible, but you might be thinking 
about Him. 

Of a theistic evolutionist, Meyer asks 
(p. 411), "But why attempt to reconcile 
traditional Ghristian theology with 
Darwinian theory, as [Erancis] Gollins 
tries to do, if the theory itself has begun 
to collapse?” The biblical creationist 
cannot but smile, as he or she thinks 
of Meyer's attempt, as a Ghristian, to 
reconcile the Darwinian epochs with 
dinosaur soft tissue, a million nautiloid 
fossils standing on their heads, and 
Garbon 14 everywhere it shouldn't be. 

References 

Behe, M. 1990. Histone deletion mntants 
ehallenge the moleenlar eloek hypoth¬ 
esis. Trends in Biochemical Sciences 
15(10):374-375. 

Enyart, B. 2008. A Christian answer to En- 
thyphro's dilemma, tiny.ee/enthyphro- 
answer. 

Enyart, B. 2013. Dr. Stephen Meyer & 
Darwin s donbt on RSR. rsr.org/stephen- 
meyer 

Ho, S.Y.W. et al. 2005. Aeenraey of Rate 
Estimation Using Relaxed-Cloek Models 
with a Critieal Foens on the Early Meta¬ 
zoan Radiation. Molecular Biology and 
Evolution 22(5): 1355-1363. 

Bob Enyart 
Bob@RealScienceRadio.com 



Volume 50, Summer 2013 


59 


Instructions to Authors 


_ Submission _ 

Electronic submissions of all manuscripts and graphics are pre¬ 
ferred and should be sent to the editor of the Creation Research 
Society Quarterly in Word, WordPerfect, or Star-Office/Open 
Office (see the inside front cover for address). Printed copies 
also are accepted. If submitting a printed copy, an original plus 
two copies of each manuscript should be sent to the editor. The 
manuscript and copies will not be returned to authors unless 
a stamped, self-addressed envelope accompanies submission. 
If submitting a manuscript electronically, a printed copy is 
not necessary unless specifically requested by the Quarterly 
editor. Manuscripts containing more than 35 pages (double¬ 
spaced and including references, tables, and figure legends) 
are discouraged. An author who determines that the topic 
cannot be adequately covered within this number of pages is 
encouraged to submit separate papers that can be serialized. 

All submitted manuscripts will be reviewed by two or 
more technical referees. However, each section editor of the 
Quarterly has final authority regarding the acceptance of a 
manuscript for publication. While some manuscripts may be 
accepted with little or no modification, typically editors will 
seek specific revisions of the manuscript before acceptance. 
Authors will then be asked to submit revisions based upon 
comments made by the referees. In these instances, authors 
are encouraged to submit a detailed letter explaining changes 
made in the revision, and, if necessary, give reasons for not 
incorporating specific changes suggested by the editor or 
reviewer. If an author believes the rejection of a manuscript 
was not justified, an appeal may be made to the Quarterly 
editor (details of appeal process at the Society's web site, www. 
creationresearch.org). 

Authors who are unsure of proper English usage should 
have their manuscripts checked by someone proficient in the 
English language. Also, authors should endeavor to make 
certain the manuscript (particularly the references) conforms 
to the style and format of the Quarterly. Manuscripts may be 
rejected on the basis of poor English or lack of conformity to 
the proper format. 

The Quarterly is a journal of original writings, and only 
under unusual circumstances will previously published mate¬ 
rial be reprinted. Questions regarding this should be submitted 
to the Editor (CRSQeditor@creationresearch.org) prior to 
submitting any previously published material. In addition, 
manuscripts submitted to the Quarterly should not be concur¬ 
rently submitted to another journal. Violation of this will result 
in immediate rejection of the submitted manuscript. Also, if 
an author uses copyrighted photographs or other material, a 
release from the copyright holder should be submitted. 


_ Appearance _ 

Manuscripts shall be computer-printed or neatly typed. Lines 
should be double-spaced, including figure legends, table 
footnotes, and references. All pages should be sequentially 
numbered. Upon acceptance of the manuscript for publica¬ 
tion, an electronic version is requested (Word, WordPerfect, 
or Star-Office/Open Office), with the graphics in separate 
electronic files. However, if submission of an electronic final 
version is not possible for the author, then a cleanly printed 
or typed copy is acceptable. 

Submitted manuscripts should have the following organi¬ 
zational format: 

L Title page. This page should contain the title of the manu¬ 
script, the author's name, and all relevant contact information 
(including mailing address, telephone number, fax number, 
and e-mail address). If the manuscript is submitted by multiple 
authors, one author should serve as the corresponding author, 
and this should be noted on the title page. 

2. Abstract page. This is page 1 of the manuscript, and should 
contain the article title at the top, followed by the abstract for 
the article. Abstracts should be between 100 and 250 words 
in length and present an overview of the material discussed in 
the article, including all major conclusions. Use of abbrevia¬ 
tions and references in the abstract should be avoided. This 
page should also contain at least five key words appropriate 
for identifying this article via a computer search. 

3. Introduction. The introduction should provide sufficient 
background information to allow the reader to understand the 
relevance and significance of the article for creation science. 

4. Body of the text. Two types of headings are typically used 
by the CRSQ. A major heading consists of a large font bold 
print that is centered in column, and is used for each major 
change of focus or topic. A minor heading consists of a regular 
font bold print that is flush to the left margin, and is used fol¬ 
lowing a major heading and helps to organize points within 
each major topic. Do not split words with hyphens, or use all 
capital letters for any words. Also, do not use bold type, except 
for headings (italics can be occasionally used to draw distinc¬ 
tion to specific words). Italics should not be used for foreign 
words in common usage, e.g., ''et ah", ''ibid.", "ca." and "ad 
infinitum." Previously published literature should be cited us¬ 
ing the author's last name(s) and the year of publication (ex. 
Smith, 2003; Smith and Jones, 2003). If the citation has more 
than two authors, only the first author's name should appear 
(ex. Smith et ah, 2003). Contributing authors should examine 
this issue of the CRSQ or consult the Society's web site for 
specific examples as well as a more detailed explanation of 
manuscript preparation. Erequently-used terms can be abbrevi- 
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ated by placing abbreviations in parentheses following the first 
usage of the term in the text, for example, polyacrylamide gel 
electrophoresis (PAGE) or catastrophic plate tectonics (CPT). 
Only the abbreviation need be used afterward. If numerous 
abbreviations are used, authors should consider providing a 
list of abbreviations. Also, because of the variable usage of 
the terms “microevolution” and “macroevolution,” authors 
should clearly define how they are specifically using these 
terms. Use of the term “creationism” should be avoided. All 
figures and tables should be cited in the body of the text, and 
be numbered in the sequential order that they appear in the 
text (figures and tables are numbered separately with Arabic 
and Roman numerals, respectively). 

5. Summary. A summary paragraph(s) is often useful for 
readers. The summary should provide the reader an overview 
of the material just presented, and often helps the reader to 
summarize the salient points and conclusions the author has 
made throughout the text. 

6. References. Authors should take extra measures to be certain 
that all references cited within the text are documented in 
the reference section. These references should be formatted 
in the current CRSQ style. (When the Quarterly appears in 
the references multiple times, then an abbreviation to CRSQ 
is acceptable.) The examples below cover the most common 
types of references: 

Robinson, D.A., and D.P. Cavanangh. 1998. Aqnantitative approach 
to baraminology with examples from the catarrhine primates. 
CRSQ 34:196-208. 

Lipman, E.A., B. Schnler, O. Bakajin, and W.A. Eaton. 2003. 
Single-molecnle measnrement of protein folding kinetics. Sci¬ 
ence 301:1233-1235. 

Margnlis, L. 1971a. The origin of plant and animal cells. American 
Scientific 59:230-235. 

Margnlis, L. 1971b. Origin of Eukaryotic Cells. Yale University Press, 
New Haven, CT. 

Hitchcock, A.S. 1971. Manual of Grasses of the United States. Dover 
Pnblications, New York, NY. 

Walker, T.B. 1994. A biblical geologic model. In Walsh, R.E. (editor). 
Proceedings of the Third International Conference on Creationism 
(technical symposinm sessions), pp. 581-592. Creation Science 
Fellowship, Pittsbnrgh, PA. 

7. Tables. All tables cited in the text should be individually 
placed in numerical order following the reference section, and 
not embedded in the text. Each table should have a header 
statement that serves as a title for that table (see a current issue 
of the Quarterly for specific examples). Use tabs, rather than 
multiple spaces, in aligning columns within a table. Tables 
should be composed with 14-point type to insure proper ap¬ 
pearance in the columns of the CRSQ. 

8. Figures. All figures cited in the text should be individually 
placed in numerical order, and placed after the tables. Do 
not embed figures in the text. Each figure should contain 


a legend that provides sufficient description to enable the 
reader to understand the basic concepts of the figure without 
needing to refer to the text. Legends should be on a separate 
page from the figure. All figures and drawings should be of 
high quality (hand-drawn illustrations and lettering should be 
professionally done). Images are to be a minimum resolution of 
300 dpi at 100% size. Patterns, not shading, should be used to 
distinguish areas within graphs or other figures. Unacceptable 
illustrations will result in rejection of the manuscript. Authors 
are also strongly encouraged to submit an electronic version 
(.cdr, .cpt, .gif, .jpg, and .tif formats) of all figures in individual 
files that are separate from the electronic file containing the 
text and tables. 

Special Sections 

Letters te the Editor: 

Submission of letters regarding topics relevant to the Society 
or creation science is encouraged. Submission of letters com¬ 
menting upon articles published in the Quarterly will be 
published two issues after the article's original publication 
date. Authors will be given an opportunity for a concurrent 
response. No further letters referring to a specific Quarterly 
article will be published. Following this period, individuals 
who desire to write additional responses/comments (particu¬ 
larly critical comments) regarding a specific Quarterly article 
are encouraged to submit their own articles to the Quarterly 
for review and publication. 

Editor’s Forum; 

Occasionally, the editor will invite individuals to submit differ¬ 
ing opinions on specific topics relevant to the Quarterly. Each 
author will have opportunity to present a position paper (2000 
words), and one response (1000 words) to the differing position 
paper. In all matters, the editor will have final and complete 
editorial control. Topics for these forums will be solely at the 
editor's discretion, but suggestions of topics are welcome. 

Book Reviews; 

All book reviews should be submitted to the book review edi¬ 
tor, who will determine the acceptability of each submitted 
review. Book reviews should be limited to 1000 words. Follow¬ 
ing the style of reviews printed in this issue, all book reviews 
should contain the following information: book title, author, 
publisher, publication date, number of pages, and retail cost. 
Reviews should endeavor to present the salient points of the 
book that are relevant to the issues of creation/evolution. Typi¬ 
cally, such points are accompanied by the reviewer's analysis of 
the book's content, clarity, and relevance to the creation issue. 
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€REATI0N...ln a Flash 


Regular price - $90 (upgrade $65) 
Member price - $75 (upgrade $50) 



Includes volumes 1-47 of the CRS 
Quarterly and volumes 1-15 of 
Creation Matters, fully searchable, 
preloaded onto a USB flash drive. 


Add 20% for postage (for U.S. orders: min. $5, max. $25; for Canadian orders: min. $10, no max.; for other foreign orders: 
min. $15, no max.) Total enclosed: $_ 

Make check or money order payable to Creation Research Society. Please do not send cash. For foreign orders, including Canadian, please 
use a check in U.S. funds drawn on a U.S. bank, an international money order, or a credit card. 

(Please type or print legibly) 

Name _ Address_ 


City_ State_Zip_ Country_ 

□ Visa □ MasterCard □ Discover □ American Express Card number _ 

Expiration date (mo/yr) _ Signature_ 

Mail to: Creation Researeh Soeiety, 6801 N. Highway 89, Chino Valley, AZ 86323, USA 


History—The Creation Researeh Soeiety was organized 
in 1963, with Dr. Walter E. Lammerts as first president 
and editor of a quarterly publieation. Initially started 
as an informal eommittee of 10 seientists, it has grown 
rapidly, evidently filling a need for an assoeiation devoted 
to researeh and publieation in the field of seientifie 
ereation, with a eurrent membership of over 600 voting 
members (graduate degrees in seienee) and about 1000 
non-voting members. The Creation Research Society 
Quarterly is a peer-reviewed teehnieal journal. It has 
been gradually enlarged and modified, and is eurrently 
reeognized as one of the outstanding publieations in the 
field. In 1996 the CRSQ was joined by the newsletter 
Creation Matters as a souree of information of interest 
to ereationists. 

Activities—The Society is a research and publication 
society, and also engages in various meetings and 
promotional activities. There is no affiliation with any 
other scientific or religious organizations. Its members 
conduct research on problems related to its purposes, 
and a research fund and research center are maintained 
to assist in such projects. Contributions to the research 


Creation Research Society 

fund for these purposes are tax deductible. As part of its 
vigorous research and field study programs, the Society 
operates The Van Andel Creation Research Center in 
Chino Valley, Arizona. 

Membership—Voting membership is limited to scien¬ 
tists who have at least an earned graduate degree in a 
natural or applied science and subscribe to the State¬ 
ment of Belief. Sustaining membership is available for 
those who do not meet the academic criterion for voting 
membership, but do subscribe to the Statement of Belief. 
Statement of Belief—Members of the Creation 
Research Society, which include research scientists 
representing various fields of scientific inquiry, are com¬ 
mitted to full belief in the biblical record of creation and 
early history, and thus to a concept of dynamic special 
creation (as opposed to evolution) both of the universe 
and the earth with its complexity of living forms. We 
propose to re-evaluate science from this viewpoint, and 
since 1964 have published a quarterly of research articles 
in this field. All members of the Society subscribe to the 
following statement of belief 

1. The Bible is the written Word of Cod, and because it 


is inspired throughout, all its assertions are historically 
and scientifically true in all the original autographs. To 
the student of nature this means that the account of 
origins in Cenesis is a factual presentation of simple 
historical truths. 

2. All basic types of living things, including humans, 
were made by direct creative acts of Cod during 
the Creation Week described in Cenesis. Whatever 
biological changes have occurred since Creation Week 
have accomplished only changes within the original 
created kinds. 

3. The Creat Flood described in Cenesis, commonly 
referred to as the Noachian Flood, was a historical event 
worldwide in its extent and effect. 

4. We are an organization of Christian men and women 
of science who accept Jesus Christ as our Ford and Sav¬ 
ior. The act of the special creation of Adam and Eve as 
one man and woman and their subsequent fall into sin 
is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a Savior for 
all people. Therefore, salvation can come only through 
accepting Jesus Christ as our Savior. 
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Scientists of the Creation Research Society are conducting a 
project to investigate the presence of intact tissue in dinosaur 
bones. 


In the past several years, different studies have reported 
evidence of non-fossilized tissue (e.g., compact bone cells) 
and intact protein remaining inside fossilized dinosaur bones. 
Since these fossils traditionally have been dated at ages great¬ 
er than 65 million years, the presence of this non-fossilized 
tissue is a direct challenge to the entire evolutionary "millions 
of years" time frame. 


As part of the iDINO project, supraorbital horn of a Tric- 
eratops has been obtained and analyzed. This analysis re¬ 
vealed intact osteo-tissue containing osteocyte-like structures 
with detailed filipodial-like interconnections and secondary 
branching. The intricate detail of these observed cells offers a 
strong challenge to claims that the tissue is bacterial biofilm 
or microscopic artifacts. Instead, these results give powerful 
evidence that dinosaur fossils are really only a few thousand 
years old. 


The Society is seeking funding from interested groups, 
churches, and individuals. This funding for the iDINO project 
will enable a more extensive examination of this supraorbital 
horn as well as other dinosaur specimens. 


For more information contact us at (928) 636-1153 or crsvarc® 
crsvarc.com. 


Also visit xjinvw.creationresearch.org for project updates and details. 
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Figure 3 












